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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Ronald S. Escalante,

Good Shepherd Catholic Church, Alex-
andria, Virginia, offered the following
prayer:

Almighty and ever-living God, You
have revealed Your glory to all na-
tions. Through You authority is right-
ly administered, laws are enacted, and
judgment is decreed.

Let the light of Your divine power
and wisdom guide the deliberations of
Congress, and shine forth in all the
proceedings and laws framed for our
rule and government. They seek to pre-
serve peace, promote national happi-
ness, and continue to bring us the
blessings of liberty and equality.

We likewise commend to Your
unbounded mercy all the citizens of the
United States, that we may be blessed
in the knowledge and sanctified in the
observance of Your holy law. And after
enjoying the blessings of this life, may
we be admitted to those which are eter-
nal.

We pray to You, who are Lord and
God, forever and ever. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a bill of the
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 1533. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to reauthorize and strengthen
the health centers program and the National
Health Service Corps, and to establish the
Healthy Communities Access Program,
which will help coordinate services for the
uninsured and underinsured, and for other
purposes.

f

WELCOMING REVEREND RONALD
S. ESCALANTE, ASSOCIATE PAS-
TOR, GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC
CHURCH, ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA

(Mr. MORAN of Virginia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I’d like to just say a word about the
priest who gave our invocation today.
Father Escalante was born in the Phil-
ippines. He has his Masters in Divinity
from Mount St. Mary’s College and
Seminary in Maryland. He has been the

Associate Pastor of Good Shepherd
Catholic Church for the last 4 years.

Good Shepherd Catholic Church in
Mount Vernon, Virginia, has been par-
ticularly affected by the events of 9/11.
Three of their families lost loved ones,
as well as most recently Corporal Mat-
thew Commons was killed in a firefight
in Afghanistan while on a mission to
rescue a Navy Seal. So that parish has
been particularly determined to bring
an end to hostility around the world
through God’s word.

Father Escalante has played an im-
portant role in uniting that parish and
helping them to get over their grief.
We thank him for delivering our invo-
cation this morning.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain ten 1-minute speeches on each
side.

f

COMMENDING WAL-MART FOR
PROVIDING AID TO THOSE AF-
FECTED BY SEPTEMBER 11
TRAGEDY

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to congratulate Wal-Mart
for its participation in Vital Voices, an
organization which assists Afghan
women and children. Wal-Mart is sup-
porting Vital Voices’ efforts to provide
aid to enable Afghan women to return
to work and Afghan girls to return to
school.

Wal-Mart’s donation is part of a larg-
er company effort to provide aid to
those who are affected by the Sep-
tember 11 tragedy. Since September 11,
Wal-Mart and Sam’s Club associates
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and customers have raised and contrib-
uted nearly $16 million in support of re-
lief agencies and victims’ families, in-
cluding a $1 million donation to
UNICEF to help Afghani children.

Please join me in congratulating and
recognizing the wonderful contribu-
tions of Wal-Mart and Sam’s Club asso-
ciates and customers.

f

RESPONDING TO SUPREME COURT
RULING ON PORNOGRAPHY

(Mr. LAMPSIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, child
pornography was a worldwide industry
that was all but eradicated in the 1980s.
Unfortunately, it has resurfaced with a
vengeance, thanks to computer tech-
nology. The explosive growth of com-
puter technology via e-mail, chat
rooms and news groups have created a
bigger demand for pornographic pic-
tures of our children on the Informa-
tion Superhighway.

Congress must step up to the plate
and take some action to stem the
growing tide of child exploitation on
the Internet and in other forms. On
Tuesday, the Supreme Court struck
down the Child Pornography Protec-
tion Act. Today the Congressional
Missing and Exploited Children’s Cau-
cus will hold a briefing for members of
the caucus on legislation that is being
developed in response to the Supreme
Court’s decision.

We must continue to protect our
children from exploitation and pornog-
raphy. The Supreme Court sent the
wrong message to pornographers all
over the world. Mr. Speaker, Congress
needs to sends the right message, and
we will, just as we will in returning
Ludwig Koons to the United States. It
is not right that Ludwig’s pornog-
rapher mother illegally removed him
to Italy against the order of the United
States courts. She is a criminal. We
need to bring Ludwig home and all of
our children home.

f

FOSTERING FAMILY INDEPEND-
ENCE THROUGH WELFARE RE-
FORM

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1996 this
House passed historic welfare reform
legislation that fostered family inde-
pendence by moving people into the
workforce. Welfare reform is an issue
of monumental proportion. Six years
ago we had a positive effect on the
lives of millions of needy Americans.
Today we have another chance to im-
prove the lives of many more.

Since 1996, statistics have shown that
welfare families have begun to achieve
independence. While we celebrate the
progress of 1996, we must charter a plan
that guarantees future success. This

Congress must move forward to reau-
thorize welfare reform and assist those
Americans that have not yet achieved
their goals.

Welfare reform works. But we must
continually improve the system today
for tomorrow. By reaching out to
Americans in need, we will change not
only lives, but put a smile on the face
of our society.

We are making progress, Mr. Speak-
er, but it is time we turn the corner.
Let us strengthen the path towards
independence by empowering people to
support themselves. I encourage my
colleagues to support reauthorized wel-
fare reform.

f

PROTECTING SACRED NATIVE
AMERICAN SITES

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, just yesterday we had a
hearing in the Committee on Resources
dealing with a parcel of land belonging
to the Pechanga Band of Mission Indi-
ans in Riverside County, California.
The Tribe is trying to protect the land
because it contains several sites sacred
to the tribe, including the largest liv-
ing oak tree in the United States.

This magnificent tree is over 1,500
years old and has been the site of tribal
ceremonies for generations. Believe it
or not, this tree is in danger of being
felled by an order to construct trans-
mission lines.

We are often faced with the percep-
tion that Native American sacred sites
are not worthy of protection somehow
because they generally are a part of na-
ture and not brick and mortar build-
ings with a large bell towers. One look
at this tree, however, and the majesty
of it comes across to even the most
cynical.

While I believe we will be able to pre-
serve this particular Native American
site through the hard work of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ISSA), Sen-
ator BOXER and Senator FEINSTEIN,
dozens of other similar areas are
threatened with desecration. The
Glamis Mine in California and the Val-
ley of the Chiefs in Montana are in
danger of being lost forever by the
presence of gold mining and the sights
and sounds of oil drilling.

The time has come for us to stop run-
ning around trying to cherry-pick cer-
tain Native American sacred sites to
save. We need to act and have one
strong policy and procedure, backed up
by the laws of this country.

f

SUPPORTING ISRAEL IN ITS WAR
WITH TERRORISM

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to condemn the terrorist attacks

upon the people of Israel. On the basis
of our shared principles and democratic
values, we have an obligation to stand
squarely with our democratic ally. We
will support those who stand for free-
dom.

On Monday, tens of thousands of
Americans assembled in Washington,
D.C., to stand in solidarity with the
people of Israel and to support her
right to defend herself. We must not
and we will not allow the lone light of
democracy in the entire Middle East to
be extinguished by the Palestinian
wave of hatred.

Yasser Arafat has impeded peace and
perpetuated his charade for far too
long. The Palestinian Authority must
not be allowed to breed its violence and
hatred, and the international commu-
nity, led by the United States, must
make it absolutely clear that terrorism
will not be tolerated.

I urge all of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to continue their
unyielding support for the people of
Israel as they wage their own war on
terrorism.

f

HIGHWAY ROBBERY

(Mr. DeFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Bush and the Republicans in Con-
gress proclaim that today’s vote to
make permanent last year’s $2 trillion
tax cut is merely to correct a quirk in
the law that sunset the entire tax cut
December 31, 2010.

That was no quirk. The Republicans
controlled the House, the Senate and
the White House. They wrote it into
the law because they wanted to hide
the implications of these massive tax
cuts; the fact that they were going to
put us back in deficit, that they were
going to take money from the Social
Security lock box, which they just
voted for seven times, and they just
wanted to pretend.

Well, now the pretension is over.
They are revealing their true side.
Make these cuts permanent. If they are
successful in doing that, another $400
billion of deficit in the next 10 years,
every penny of it coming out of the So-
cial Security trust fund, money raised
with a regressive flat tax which is
going to fund estate tax relief for peo-
ple with estates over $5 million and
people who earn over $373,000 a year.

That is what this vote is all about,
plain and simple. No quirk; it is high-
way robbery.

f

FIGHTING FOR THE RELEASE OF
HOUA LY

(Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to mark a tragic anni-
versary. Three years ago tomorrow,
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Houa Ly, a Hmong-American con-
stituent of mine, disappeared on the
border between Laos and Thailand.
Eyewitnesses last saw him with Lao
government authorities, a brutal re-
gime infamous for human rights
abuses.

For 3 years his family has suffered
without any real answers. It has been
three frustrating years.

His family is inspired, however, by
the memories they still have of their
life together as an American family
and of Mr. Ly’s incredible service to
this country, saving downed U.S. pilots
during the Vietnam War.

Our Nation will also remember him.
The Lao government and its apologists
should know for that me and many
others, this case is an insurmountable
obstacle that should block any effort
towards normalizing relations between
our two countries.

It has been three frustrating years,
and for all of our work together with
the Ly family, it often feels like we
have gotten nowhere. But we will not
give up. A U.S. citizen is mission. His
family deserves answers, and we will
keep fighting until we get them.

f

SUPPORTING THE RIGHT OF
LEGAL IMMIGRANTS TO BENE-
FITS UNDER THE FARM BILL
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this morning to applaud
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BACA) for his motion to instruct today
that I ask my colleagues to support en-
thusiastically. It is important to ex-
plain the purpose and the force and the
importance of the motion to instruct,
and that is to reinforce the language
that was offered in the other body re-
garding legal immigrants and the
rights of legal immigrants to receive
benefits under the farm bill, in this in-
stance, food stamps. Legal immigrants
are represented by us all—we owe them
good and fair representation.

It is important to note that nothing
is being taken from those who claim to
believe that only benefits should en-
sure to citizens. Legal immigrants
work, pay taxes, are our neighbors,
and, most of all, they offer their lives
for our freedom in the United States
military.

b 1015
This is a commonsense amendment,

and it states that the United States
House of Representatives truly believes
in the equality of all. We cannot owe
shame to this body by declaring that
legal immigrants who work here and
are part of this Nation and sacrifice
their lives deserve not to have the ben-
efits. We realize that the U.S. military,
many of them, are on food stamps.
Would we deny to them the rights of
those of us who live and breathe the
free air of this Nation? Vote for the
Baca amendment.

UNITED NATIONS HUMAN RIGHTS
COMMISSION LOSES CREDIBILITY

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, killing in-
nocent civilians to achieve a political
goal is unacceptable under any cir-
cumstance. But now we have received
word that the United Nations Human
Rights Commission has voted to con-
demn the State of Israel for a long list
of supposed human rights violations
without even once mentioning Pales-
tinian violence. Worse than that, the
resolution supports, and I quote, ‘‘all
available means, including armed
struggle,’’ to establish a Palestinian
State.

Now, the United States is on record
of supporting an eventual Palestinian
state. But we also know what ‘‘armed
struggle’’ means in the current envi-
ronment in the Middle East. It means a
17-year-old girl being promised all the
glories of heaven if she will just strap
a bomb to herself and go kill a bunch of
innocent Israelis.

It is shocking that the U.N. Human
Rights Commission would endorse vio-
lence against civilians. I think we
should thank those countries who
voted against this resolution, but we
should express anger at the 40 coun-
tries who voted for it, including six
from Europe. It is an outrage. As far as
I am concerned, the U.N. Human
Rights Commission has lost all of its
credibility.

f

U.S. NEEDS COMPREHENSIVE
ENERGY POLICY NOW

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to begin a series of remarks
on energy. Energy, or the lack of en-
ergy, has caused many of the wars of
the world. Once again, the uncertain-
ties of the Middle East have caused
prices in oil markets to rise; and from
what we read in the news, the current
uncertainty is, unfortunately, likely to
last for quite some time.

My goal with this series is simple: to
impress upon my colleagues the need
to develop a national energy policy,
and that policy should include all of
our resources: fossil fuels, coal, nuclear
renewables, and yes, conservation. We
need them all.

In this country we are blessed with
an abundance of energy choices. We
have abundant coal reserves, in fact,
some of the largest in the world. We
have a tremendous potential for the de-
velopment of solar and wind resources;
and even though for many years we
produced huge volumes of crude oil and
natural gas and even supplied some of
the world with it at times, we still
have significant oil and gas resources
in the ground.

Much of the rest of the world is envi-
ous of our energy resources and the
choices we have. In the coming days
and weeks, I will address some of these
options and see what we can do to
bring them into reality.

f

CONTINUING THE SUCCESS OF
WELFARE REFORM

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I support
President Bush’s welfare reform. I am
often asked what I consider some of the
best accomplishments I have made as a
Congressman. Well, I am very proud to
have been a Member of the historic
105th Congress that passed the 1996
Welfare Reform Act.

Perhaps more than anything else
that we have accomplished during my
time in Washington, reforming welfare
has given the most hope to American
families. Welfare caseloads fell by 9
million since 1994. That means 9 mil-
lion more Americans, 9 million more
people are on the road to making their
dreams a reality.

The number of mothers who are more
likely to go on welfare, but instead
have a job, rose by 40 percent between
1995 and 2000. Since 1996, nearly 3 mil-
lion children have been lifted from pov-
erty. In the African American commu-
nity, the child poverty rate is at an all-
time record low.

The success of the 1996 welfare re-
form law is beyond dispute. Our chal-
lenge and our great opportunity is to
build on that success by letting more
Americans work their way to freedom
of dependence and follow the path to
making their dreams a reality.

f

EXTENDING CONDOLENCES AND
GRATITUDE TO CANADA

(Mr. SKELTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express condolences to the families
of the four Canadian soldiers who were
killed and the eight soldiers who were
injured during training exercises in Af-
ghanistan. News reports say that these
are the first Canadians to be killed in
a combat zone in half a century.

Canada is a valued member of our co-
alition in the fight against terrorism
and has been a valued friend of the
United States for decades. I fear we do
not express our gratitude enough to
the Canadian people for their support
and their friendship. In the face of this
tragedy, it is important to thank Can-
ada for its commitment to the fight
against terrorism.

Our men and women in uniform, U.S.
forces, as well as members of our coali-
tion forces, take risks every day in
support of our freedoms. Unfortu-
nately, some of our best and brightest
young people lose their lives in this
cause. Canadian forces are fighting
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alongside U.S. and European troops,
seeking to hunt down remnants of
Osama bin Laden’s terrorist organiza-
tion. We extend our condolences to our
Canadian allies.

f

U.S. MUST STAND WITH ISRAEL
(Mr. TIBERI asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, it is more
important than ever that we as individ-
uals and the United States as a Nation
reflect on the historic link between the
United States and Israel. Yesterday
was the 54th anniversary of Israel’s
independence. The U.S. must stand
with Israel now as it did in 1948 as the
war on terrorism continues throughout
the world.

For 54 years, Israel has existed as the
only democracy in the Middle East. We
must not abandon our work to bring a
lasting peace to the region. The efforts
of those trying to achieve this goal
over the past few days and weeks
should be applauded. However, we must
also not forget Israel’s right as a sov-
ereign nation to defend itself and its
people from terrorism.

Israel has stood by efforts of the U.S.
to combat terrorism around the globe.
Likewise, the U.S. must stand by Israel
in its effort to eradicate the scourge of
terrorism.

Let us be clear: attacks on civilians
by suicide bombers are acts of ter-
rorism.

f

REJECT MAKING THE TAX CUTS
PERMANENT

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, today the
majority party will ram through a bill
making their tax cuts permanent; but
it is not just tax cuts they will make
permanent. They will make a $4 tril-
lion raid on the American Social Secu-
rity trust fund permanent. They will
make their $1 billion raid on the Medi-
care trust fund permanent. They will
take their temporary wound to Social
Security and make it into a permanent
scar.

Just when 40 million Americans will
be entering Social Security, they will
be permanently raiding it for $4 tril-
lion. They will be doing so as part of an
ultimate dream to privatize Social Se-
curity and realize what one Republican
called the hope that Medicare some
day would just ‘‘wither on the vine.’’

Mr. Speaker, today’s bill ought to be
called the ‘‘Permanent Raid on Social
Security,’’ the ‘‘Permanent Injury to
Medicare Act of 2002’’; and we should
reject it.

f

TIME FOR ACTION ON MEDICARE
REFORM

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is time
to take a serious look at the problems
we have with Medicare. Medicare start-
ed for the right reasons; there is no
question about that, and I do not think
we can argue with that. We did not
want the elderly going without the
ability to have the proper health care.
We all realize it is not perfect and we
need to do something about the pre-
scription drug portion of it.

But there is a bigger problem with
Medicare, and that is the problem of
access. Doctors are dropping out across
this country in droves. They are drop-
ping out because the compensation is
too low, and we proposed this year to
make it even lower. They are dropping
out because there is a hassle factor of
feeling that if they make a little cler-
ical error, that they might be drawn in
by the police and pulled before the
courts.

I had a woman come to me in a town
meeting the other day that said she
brought her mother from Missouri to
Colorado, and they had gone to 128 doc-
tors trying to find care for her mother
and none of them would take new
Medicare patients.

If we do not have access, we do not
have a program. Congress must stop ig-
noring this problem. It is time for ac-
tion.

f

INDIAN SACRED SITES MUST BE
TREATED WITH REVERENCE

(Mr. RAHALL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day at this time several Members of
the House Committee on Resources
Democratic Caucus rose to speak on a
number of environmental issues as a
prelude to Earth Day, which is April 22.
As the ranking Democrat on that com-
mittee, today we continue with this
theme.

My purpose this morning, however, is
not to speak to the more traditional
environmental concerns of which I
share, but rather to draw attention to
the destruction of sites located on Fed-
eral lands which are sacred to Amer-
ican Indians.

Valley of Chiefs, Montana. This area
contains historic rock art and is used
for ceremonial purposes. Yet the Bush
administration believes it is a pretty
good place to drill for oil and gas.

Indian Pass, California, a place where
dream trails were woven. Yet the Bush
administration has given the green
light to a massive 1,600 acre open-pit
gold mine there.

There are many other examples.
Most Americans understand a rev-

erence for the great Sistine Chapel or a
traditional church with steeple and a
bell. I believe it is time we sound the
alarm bell for Indian sacred sites and
treat them with equal reverence. We
are, after all, one Nation under God,
and all of our religious beliefs must be
protected.

WASHINGTON STATE NAMED WINE
REGION OF THE YEAR

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, the
State of Washington has long been
known for its great people, its great
natural beauty, its great companies
like Boeing and Microsoft, and its
great basketball teams. Now it has
been designated with another honor,
and that is ‘‘Wine Region of the Year’’
as endorsed by ‘‘Wine Enthusiast’’
magazine.

This designation is fully justified.
Washington State is now the second
largest wine producing State in the
country. It provides $2.4 billion to the
Washington State economy, and it em-
ploys 11,000 people. It is a small busi-
ness-focused industry, and it provides
tremendously to the jobs and the agri-
culture community of eastern Wash-
ington and western Washington. It pro-
duced 100,000 tons of grapes in the year
2001.

So congratulations to the State of
Washington, and congratulations to
the wine industry in the State of Wash-
ington, which helps our agriculture
economy, and thanks to ‘‘Wine Enthu-
siast’’ magazine for making this des-
ignation.

f

PROTECT LANDS SACRED TO
INDIAN TRIBES

(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, as cochair
of the Native American Caucus, I work
on many issues on behalf of our first
Americans. An issue that is of par-
ticular importance to me relates to
protecting lands sacred to our Indian
tribes.

Native Americans were the first pro-
tectors of this great land, and protect
it they really did.

Long before my forefathers arrived
here, it was the native Americans who
respected, honored and gave thanks for
all that nature provided. They knew
never to take more than what was
needed, and never disrespect or damage
their sacred areas.

I am sad to see so many native Amer-
ican sacred sites under the threat of
desecration and the active role our
government often plays.

We have attempted over the years to
enact legislation to protect these sites,
but each time it falls short. We need to
pass legislation that will put the full
legal weight of the United States be-
hind the preservation of native Amer-
ican sacred sites.

f

POSTAL SERVICE REFORM

(Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, on April 4, the postal
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service transmitted its ‘‘Trans-
formation Plan’’ to Congress. I read
through some of the report and was
surprised that there was no mention of
the fact that the postal service spent
$55 million on general advertising in
2001.

The report did, however, stress that
the postal service needs more ‘‘flexi-
bility’’ and cited ‘‘increasing cost bur-
dens’’ and ‘‘significant fixed costs’’ as
part of the problem.

Now, why on earth is an organization
who whines about ‘‘burdens’’ and
‘‘fixed costs’’ spending $55 million on
brand promotion? Remember, this
money was spent during the same year
it lost more than $1 billion.

Mr. Speaker, the $55 million the post-
al service spent on advertising for
product lines which typically lose
money could clearly have been spent
more efficiently. For example, $55 mil-
lion would have just about covered all
of the postal service’s tax liability on
leased facilities last year. Even better,
$55 million would have paid for more
than two-thirds of the postal service
employee wages in my district.

Mr. Speaker, an agency which spends
$55 million on a losing advertising cam-
paign does not need ‘‘flexibility.’’ No,
Mr. Speaker. What the postal service
needs is some old fashioned ‘‘account-
ability.’’

f

b 1030

EXTENSION OF TAX CUT WILL
RAID SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE

(Mr. MORAN of Virginia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, it is important to review a little of
the chronology leading to today’s vote.
Only last year, at the end of the Clin-
ton administration, there was a $5.6
trillion surplus forecast.

Now, the majority of Democrats said,
let us be a little fiscally disciplined
here. Let us wait and see if these num-
bers hold up. But the Republican ma-
jority, in a rush to judgment, went
ahead and enacted a $2 trillion tax cut.
Here we are, the very next year, $4 tril-
lion of the surplus is gone and we real-
ize that that money is going to have to
come out of Social Security and Medi-
care trust funds, even though five
times we all voted for a lockbox on So-
cial Security and Medicare.

The lockbox is broken. Today we are
going to cut taxes between the years
2011 to 2020 by another $4 trillion, $7
trillion when you count interest pay-
ments on the increased public debt it
will create, and virtually all of that
money is going to have to be paid for
by Social Security and Medicare. Yet
in that decade, from 2011 to 2020, we are
going to see another 40 million people
join the retirement rolls.

This is fiscally irresponsible. It is not
right. We would not do it in our own

family, and we should not do it to the
American family.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Pursuant to clause 8, rule XX,
the pending business is the question of
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

This 15-minute vote will be followed
by a 5-minute vote on the motion to in-
struct.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 369, nays 52,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 99]

YEAS—369

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle

Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Foley
Forbes

Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)

Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George

Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff

Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walsh
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—52

Aderholt
Berry
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Costello
Crane
Emerson
English
Filner
Fletcher
Ford
Gillmor
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hilliard
Hinchey

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Johnson, E. B.
Kennedy (MN)
Kucinich
Lampson
Larsen (WA)
LoBiondo
Matheson
McDermott
McNulty
Menendez
Moran (KS)
Oberstar
Olver
Pallone
Paul
Peterson (MN)

Ramstad
Riley
Sabo
Scott
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Walden
Waters
Weller
Wu

NOT VOTING—13

Becerra
Clay
Clement
Hastings (FL)
Jones (OH)

Reyes
Rogers (KY)
Schaffer
Simpson
Stark

Traficant
Wamp
Young (AK)

b 1055

So the Journal was approved.
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The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated for:
Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, this morning I

was unavoidably detained, and therefore un-
able to cast my floor vote on rollcall No. 99,
on Approving the Journal.

Had I been present for the vote, I would
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 99.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2646, FARM SECURITY
ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). The unfinished business is the
question of agreeing to the motion to
instruct on H.R. 2646 on which the yeas
and nays were ordered.

The Clerk will designate the motion.
The Clerk designated the motion.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 265, nays
158, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 100]

YEAS—265

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Calvert
Cannon
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Collins
Conyers
Cox
Coyne
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch

Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hart
Hefley
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson (CT)
Kanjorski

Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Latham
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reynolds
Rivers
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen

Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shuster
Simmons
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak

Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thune
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—158

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barton
Bentsen
Berry
Bishop
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Boozman
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Cantor
Carson (OK)
Chambliss
Coble
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Delahunt
DeLay
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Emerson
Etheridge
Everett
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Frost

Gallegly
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hulshof
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McIntyre
McKeon
Mink
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Norwood
Ortiz
Osborne

Ose
Otter
Pastor
Paul
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickering
Pombo
Price (NC)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogers (MI)
Ross
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Schrock
Scott
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shows
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Stenholm
Stump
Sullivan
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Turner
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Woolsey

NOT VOTING—11

Clement
Hastings (FL)
Issa
Jones (OH)

Markey
Reyes
Rogers (KY)
Schaffer

Simpson
Traficant
Young (AK)

b 1105

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Ms.
BROWN of Florida changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the motion to instruct was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 100

I was inadvertently detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 586, FAIRNESS FOR FOS-
TER CARE FAMILIES ACT OF 2001
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.

Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 390 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 390
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 586) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide
that the exclusion from gross income for fos-
ter care payments shall also apply to pay-
ments by qualified placement agencies, and
for other purposes, with the Senate amend-
ment thereto, and to consider in the House
without intervention of any point of order a
motion offered by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means or his designee
that the House concur in the Senate amend-
ment with the amendment printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. The Senate amend-
ment and the motion shall be considered as
read. The motion shall be debatable for one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the motion to final adoption without in-
tervening motion or demand for division of
the question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HALL), pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 390 provides
for a motion offered by the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means or
his designee that the House concur in
the Senate amendment with the
amendment printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying
this resolution.

The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the motion to
concur in the Senate amendment with
an amendment. It provides one hour of
debate in the House, equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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Finally, the rule provides that the

previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the motion to final adop-
tion without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question.

Mr. Speaker, upon adoption of this
resolution, it shall be in order to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill, H.R.
586, the Fairness on Foster Care Fami-
lies Act of 2001. This measure was
passed by the House on May 15, 2001 by
a vote of 420–0, and would amend the
Internal Revenue Code to provide that
the exclusion from gross income for
foster care payments shall also apply
to payments by qualified placement
agencies.

The motion to be offered by the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means would modify H.R. 586 in a
number of ways. First, it would make
permanent the tax reductions passed
by Congress last year by repealing
Title IX of H.R. 1836, the Economic
Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act
of 2001, which ‘‘sunsets’’ tax relief pro-
visions after 2010. The motion also con-
tains a provision providing further pro-
tection for the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds.

Finally, the measure assists tax-
payers by reforming the penalty and
interest sections of the Internal Rev-
enue Code, providing new safeguards
against unfair IRS collection proce-
dures, and increasing the confiden-
tiality of taxpayer information.

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that
the House act without delay to pass
these important changes in our tax
law. The need to make permanent the
tax reductions passed last year is par-
ticularly acute. If we fail to pass this
legislation, Americans will lose tax re-
lief on January 1, 2011. On that date, if
we fail to act: New, lower individual
tax rates will disappear; the new $1,000
per child tax credit will be cut to $500;
significant reductions in the marriage
penalty would end; the annual IRA
contributions would be cut from $5,000
to $2,000; the death tax would be resur-
rected; and contribution limits for edu-
cation IRAs would be cut from $2,000 to
$500; and, finally, greater deductibility
of student interest loans would end.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have waited far too long for this much-
waited relief to have it snatched away
because Congress failed to act. Accord-
ingly, I urge my colleagues to support
both the rule and the underlying meas-
ure.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) for
yielding me this time. This is a closed
rule. It will allow for consideration of
the measure to make permanent last
year’s tax cut. This restrictive rule
will not make permanent any amend-
ments. It will also prohibit a motion to
recommit which is a long-standing
right of the minority.

When Republicans were in the minor-
ity, they promised if they ran the

House, the minority’s right to offer a
motion to recommit would be pro-
tected. The rule that we are consid-
ering makes a mockery of that prom-
ise. It is hard to imagine a more re-
strictive rule, and it is wrong for a
measure as expensive, important, and
controversial as this bill is.

The bill makes permanent the 10-
year tax cut enacted last June. I for
one, and many of us, do not understand
why the House is rushing to pass this
bill. There is no way we can accurately
predict how much this legislation will
cost a decade from now.

Since we passed the tax cut last year,
our Nation suffered of course the ter-
rible terrorist acts on September 11,
which shifted our national priorities to
homeland defense and the war against
terrorism. We do not know the full cost
of these important initiatives, but it
will become clear over the next few
years. It would be prudent to wait and
to get more realistic numbers before
changing the tax laws again.

During Committee on Rules consider-
ation of the rule, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS) offered an amend-
ment which would allow the tax cuts to
be made permanent upon certification
by the Congressional Budget Office
that the measure would not create a
budget deficit in 2011 or 2012. The Re-
publican majority on the committee
refused to make the amendment in
order.

The procedure that the Republicans
used to bring this bill to the floor pre-
vents Democrats from amending the
bill or offering a motion to recommit,
and only by defeating the previous
question can we bring democracy and
order back to the budget process.

Mr. Speaker, my constituents are not
asking for this bill. In fact, they want
us to delay the tax cuts in order to
fund the war on terrorism and keep the
budget in balance.

This year in my annual congressional
questionnaire, I asked, ‘‘Do you favor
or oppose delaying already enacted tax
cuts in order to fund the war on ter-
rorism?’’ A full 55 percent of those who
responded said they favored delaying
tax cuts.

Mr. Speaker, if the previous question
is defeated, I will offer an amendment
to this unfair rule that will protect the
fiscal integrity of our budget. I urge
defeat of the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we are
doing this today not because of any
public opinion poll, not because our
constituents have said that we should
do this or not do it; we are doing it be-
cause it is the right thing to do. If we
do not take this action, in 10 years we
will see the largest tax increase in our
Nation’s history inflicted on the Amer-
ican people. That is just plain wrong.

It is very clear that this tax measure
which we put into place, Mr. Speaker,
has played a role in mitigating the eco-
nomic downturn that we have suffered
since September 11. I believe that it is
important for us to let every single in-
vestor know, every single American
taxpayer know that we are not going to
put into place this massive tax in-
crease.

It is just an incredible irony when we
listen to the horror stories about how
people have said we should live very
productively for the next 10 years, but
in 2010, before this thing expires, one
has to drop dead. I think that the idea
behind this whole measure of phasing
it out was just plain wrong.

b 1115

Some of my colleagues have been
putting forward ridiculous claims that
the idea of phasing it out initiated
right here in the House. It did not. It
was part of the Byrd rule in the Senate
that required that.

So we passed out of the House of Rep-
resentatives a measure which, in fact,
did exactly what we are going to do
today right here. We did it with bipar-
tisan support. Democrats and Repub-
licans supported this measure. I happen
to believe very strongly in guaran-
teeing the minority the right to a mo-
tion to recommit, and I think it is the
right thing to do, and we have guaran-
teed the minority the right to offer a
motion to recommit, and they did it
when this bill came forward.

It is not unusual for this procedure of
our concurring in a Senate amendment
as we are doing here today. In fact, in
the 103rd Congress, in 1993, we saw on
six occasions our Democratic col-
leagues do this exact same thing. I am
not saying because one side does it
that the other should do it. We are not
doing this in retaliation at all; we are
doing it because this has been a stand-
ard procedure. But when people claim
that the motion to recommit is not
being allowed, you have got to realize
that every Member of this House has
had a chance in the past to vote on an
identical measure that we are going to
be voting on today when it comes to
the tax portion of this bill. And so it
has been debated; and in fact, we gave
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) not only a motion to recom-
mit but a substitute, so there were two
bites at the apple when this measure
was considered before. It is the right
thing to do. Let us move it through.

We had to try four times to get the
economic stimulus package through
the United States Senate. Many people
have said that the other body will not
bring it up. I hope very much that they
will, in fact, follow our lead once again
and do the right thing.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). The Chair would advise
Members to avoid urging the Senate to
act.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS).

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for giving me
the opportunity to speak on this very
important issue.

Mr. Speaker, first and foremost I
would like to express my strong con-
cern with making this tax cut perma-
nent. Yesterday, I offered a simple
amendment to the Committee on Rules
that would protect Social Security by
not allowing the repeal of the sunset of
the tax cut to borrow from our Social
Security surplus. My amendment was
simple and straightforward, and it
would have helped save our Nation’s
most crucial program. But it was de-
nied and without debate or question. A
vote was not even allowed.

The budget already calls for tapping
into the Social Security trust fund to
support other government programs
every year for the next 10 years to the
total of $1.5 trillion. Our Nation cannot
afford to make this worse. Making this
tax cut permanent will take away $4
trillion from the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds. This is $4 trillion
that we promised the American people
would be kept safe, locked up.

I am very supportive of repeal of
these taxes such as the marriage tax
penalty and the estate tax, but only if
it is within a balanced budget and it
does not require raising the debt ceil-
ing and we do not use the Social Secu-
rity surplus funds. As fiscal policy
leaders of this Nation, we must ensure
that making tax cuts permanent will
not require the use of Social Security
surplus funds. However, it is obvious
the Republicans do not agree.

It is time that we start being fiscally
responsible. We need to look out for
Americans by protecting the resources
they depend on us to protect. By mak-
ing this tax cut permanent, we will
make our deficit larger by borrowing
even more funds from our Social Secu-
rity trust fund.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question,
and then allow my amendment to be
presented to save Social Security.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS), a member of the Committee
on Rules.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today is
a classic example of what we have with
one party that is for the taxpayer and
one party that is for the tax collector.
The tax collector in this case is that
IRS that gets money after money after
money from the American public. But
we are telling the story today that we
do not think that we cannot afford it
and it is expensive because we have al-
ready given it to the taxpayer.

Alan Greenspan said lower taxes
equals jobs and a stronger economy.
That is what we are after. We want
jobs for people, and the way you do
that is by giving people back their own
money.

What does this bill also do? This bill
says today, we are going to make sure

that the American people, that
through the elimination of taxes, 3.9
million low-income Americans will be
able to keep that money that we have
already given to them. The tax col-
lector, you see what their plan is. They
want to raise taxes on 3.9 million low-
income families. We think that is
wrong.

The tax collectors want to raise
taxes for single moms by $770. We be-
lieve that the President’s plan, the Re-
publican plan, that we cut taxes by $770
for single moms, was the right thing to
do. We believe the right thing to do is
to give money to people so that they
can make their own decisions in life.
The bottom line is senior citizens
count, too.

This is not an expensive tax cut. This
is giving money directly to people who
deserve it. The tax collectors’ plan,
they want to raise taxes. We want to
give money back; $920 is what would be
taken for every single senior.

This is all about spending and mak-
ing priority decisions. One side can
spend $2 trillion, but when it gets down
to seniors and single moms and low-in-
come Americans, they say, Sorry, you
come last in line.

The Republican Party believes it is
your money and you should keep it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. SCHIFF).

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the bill before us today
to make permanent tax cuts before it
is clear we can afford them. Today we
have the opportunity to vote to fund a
new round of tax cuts right out of So-
cial Security. Today we can vote for
America to go deeper into debt, to
force our children to pay billions in in-
terest, to pay more for their homes and
to have less for their schools. Today we
can vote to put this country back into
deficit and debt and more deficit and
more debt. Or we can vote for Amer-
ica’s future. We can vote for a balanced
budget. We can vote to restore the
lockbox to protect Social Security.

When we had a $5.6 trillion surplus,
we could afford a substantial tax cut,
and I supported the President. War and
recession intervened. Now we have no
surplus, and we have the added ex-
penses of the war on terrorism. While
we did not ask for this war and we cer-
tainly did not ask for this recession, we
cannot shrink from the consequences.
To make cuts permanent when it is not
clear that we can afford them is simply
irresponsible.

Imagine this: at the very same time
that the House GOP is asking for a half
a trillion dollars in additional tax cuts,
the White House is asking to raise the
debt limit by $750 billion. What does
that mean? That means that we are
asking to borrow the money to fund
the tax cut. It cannot be simpler than
that. We are asking to fund a massive
increase in the tax cut out of our So-
cial Security.

I do not know about you, but I would
have a hard time looking my parents in

the face and telling them that I would
like to fund additional cuts for me out
of their retirement. And I would have a
hard time telling my children that I
was prepared to raise the cost of their
homes and their education to raise the
debt over their heads to fund some-
thing now that we cannot afford.

I hope the circumstances change; but
right now we should restore a balanced
budget, and we should restore fiscal re-
sponsibility. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this
measure.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. SHADEGG).

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in strong support of
both the rule and the underlying legis-
lation.

Make no mistake about it, this is an
issue on which there should not be a
disagreement. John F. Kennedy said a
rising tide lifts all ships. With that, he
cut tax rates. The result was not less
income to the Federal Government but
more. Ronald Reagan took the same
premise. He lowered tax rates and reve-
nues went up.

We are being presented today with a
false pretext, a pretext that the only
way to increase government revenue is
to increase government tax rates, and
that is simply wrong. But look at the
devastation that that position will
cause. If Congress fails to make the
Bush tax cut permanent, it will result
in the single largest tax increase in
American history. That simply makes
no sense.

But what is puzzling here is that the
American taxpayers do not even under-
stand why we are doing this. Why we
are doing this is because there is a bi-
zarre rule in the other body called the
Byrd rule; and under the Byrd rule it
said that when you make tax policy
and it goes beyond 10 years, you must
have 60 votes. Sadly, there were only 58
votes, of course, a solid majority for
these tax cuts; but we were stuck with
the bizarre system where all of these
tax relief provisions will go out of ex-
istence if we do not act now.

Which one do they oppose? Do they
think we should reinstate the marriage
penalty and punish Americans who are
married? Do they believe that we
should repeal the increase in the tax
credit and punish parents with small
children? I do not think so. Are they
opposed to the repeal of the death tax
and do they support it being fully rein-
stated? Because that is what opposing
this rule and that is what opposing this
bill will do.

But what about savings in America?
In this legislation, IRA contribution
limits were increased. They would be
reduced by 60 percent if we do not act
today to make them permanent.

Education IRAs. How many kids are
in school today because we increase the
ability for education IRAs? Who will be
hurt if we do not make this tax cut
permanent? Every American will be
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hurt. I urge my colleagues to support
this rule and support this important
piece of legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
(Ms. HARMAN).

Ms. HARMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time and tell him
how much we all will miss him when he
leaves the House in the near future.

Mr. Speaker, the votes before us are
a test of whether this Congress will
force future generations to shoulder
trillions of dollars of new debt incurred
by current policy choices. It is a test of
whether our grandchildren will have to
respond to problems and issues this
Congress and administration would
rather postpone than try to solve.
Amongst them, the solvency of Social
Security.

There are, of course, alternatives.
One is requiring this Congress and the
President to fashion a wartime budget,
a wartime budget based on a thorough
assessment of our Nation’s
vulnerabilities and the strategy for ad-
dressing them; a wartime budget that
ensures that our Armed Forces have all
the resources needed to fight the long
war against terrorism; a wartime budg-
et that prioritizes every other govern-
ment program, every other decision
about spending and taxing.

Rather than legislate by ideology, we
need a wartime budget that ensures
our economy remains strong after we
win the war against terrorism. Rather
than incur trillions of dollars of new
debt, we need a wartime budget that
sets out the tough, but right, choices.
Rather than use the Social Security
surplus to fund our current govern-
ment spending, we need a wartime
budget that guarantees the promises
we have made to Social Security re-
cipients.

Fiscal responsibility is as critical to
homeland defense as are the tools we
provide to first responders. A wartime
budget can achieve fiscal responsi-
bility.

Defeat the rule. Enact a fiscally re-
sponsible wartime budget.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) will now control
the time for the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL).

There was no objection.

b 1130
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.

Speaker, I am pleased to yield 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. HULSHOF), the author of the bill,

Mr. HULSHOF. What I want to do,
Mr. Speaker, is kind of set the record
straight. There have been a couple of
comments made by the other side, the
gentleman from Illinois, that said
somehow what we are doing today is
going to cost $4 trillion. Let me just
advise the Members of the House there
is actually no budget number from the
Congressional Budget Office or the
Joint Tax Committee or any official
scorekeeper that says any such thing.

Secondly, the other side says we are
taking this money out of Social Secu-
rity. That also is not true. We are talk-
ing about budget implications in the
fiscal years 2011 and 2012 when we are
going to be running surpluses. The
numbers, Mr. Speaker, are that over
the next 10 years, permanence would
cost $374 billion. At the same time, we
are projected to have a surplus of $2.3
trillion.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. MATHESON).

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak on
this rule, and I want to point out that
I am an individual who voted for the
tax cut last year. It encompassed a
number of measures which I personally
felt were important, including elimi-
nation of the estate tax and elimi-
nation of the marriage penalty.

The bottom line is, times have
changed in terms of what we know
about the future. If anything we have
learned in the last year, it is that
things change, and my concern is one
certainty we do know is that baby
boomers are going to retire and our So-
cial Security system, which is supposed
to be overcollecting right now in an-
ticipation of that, that we are spending
that Social Security surplus.

So the question I raise is why are we
looking at this now? This is something
we are talking about 8 years down the
line, and we are hearing comments
today like this is the only shot we got,
and if we do not do it now, then all
these tax implications are going to ex-
pire. I do not think that is true. I think
we are elected to be responsible and
make good decisions.

There is concern about long-term
planning. People need to understand
what is in the tax cut. I will tell you
one where I can accept that, and that
is in terms of the estate tax. I under-
stand that there is planning now for es-
tate planning for the future, and if we
were voting on that measure alone,
that is something I would give serious
consideration to.

But we are not doing that. Every-
thing has been bundled together for
something 8 years away, and I reject
the notion that we need to be looking
at that right now. In fact, in the face of
the uncertainty we face, I think it is
irresponsible to make that decision
today.

I sure would like to come up with
policies that reduce the long-term tax
burden for this country, but one thing
that is not going to reduce the long-
term tax burden for this country is if
we incur more debt and we have more
interest we have to pay.

When I look at the next generation,
when I look at my own 3-year-old son,
we are going to be imposing an addi-
tional tax burden on him by the debt
that we run up by decisions we make
here in this Congress.

So I call on people to take a step
back from the rhetoric and let us do
the responsible thing. As I say, if you

want to bring up an estate tax issue,
maybe that is one where the long-term
planning implications make sense. But,
in general, doing something today for 8
years from now, with all the uncertain-
ties we face in the world, to me does
not make sense, so I encourage people
to oppose the previous question.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, we worked hard last year to
provide real and meaningful tax relief
to the American people, and I am glad
to say that we succeeded in creating a
package that was a true benefit to all
who pay Federal income taxes. For too
long the government has taken too
much money from the pockets of the
American people, and our President
and Congress decided it was time to
give some money back.

This tax relief sunset was a major
flaw in what was an otherwise great
initiative. If Congress does not remedy
this, families will go back to bed on
December 31, 2010, only to wake up the
next morning to the largest tax in-
crease in the history of our country.
Low income taxpayers will see a 50 per-
cent tax increase. Families will once
again be subject to the marriage pen-
alty and will see the child tax credit
cut in half. The death tax will once
again rob children of family owned and
operated farms and businesses.

By passing this bill we can do what
we meant to do all along, provide per-
manent tax relief to the American peo-
ple. If any on the other side of the aisle
believe it is right, either economically
or morally, to increase taxes in order
to put the people’s money back into
the coffers of the government, then
they have every right to vote against
this legislation and against this rule. I,
for one, think it is important for Amer-
icans to see where their representa-
tives stand on this issue, to see which
side we are on, putting money in the
pockets of the people, or the coffers of
the government.

Again, I support the rule, and hope
others will as well.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER).

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask that every young person under the
age of 35 years old in this country lis-
ten to what I have to say. We are al-
most $6 trillion in debt as a Nation, as
a people, we owe. That is 16 percent of
the money that comes here every year.
That means we have a 16 percent mort-
gage on this country.

The President has submitted a re-
quest to the Congress for authority to
borrow another three-quarters of a tril-
lion dollars. That is another $750 bil-
lion. The administration has submitted
a budget that is not balanced for the
next 10 years.

If there ever was a recipe for finan-
cial disaster, if there ever was a
generational mugging going on in this
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Congress because we will not cut
spending or raise the money that we
need to finance the war and other
things that we want today, then let me
just say to all of you young people,
under these policies, you are going to
be overtaxed the rest of your lives be-
cause you are going to have to pay 16
or 18 percent interest before you ever
get to what you need in your day when
it comes.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), a
cosponsor of the bill.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I see my friend from Tennessee. I am
under 35 and I am not interested in see-
ing my generation get hit with the sin-
gle largest tax increase in American
history in the year 2011 if this bill does
not pass.

The score of this bill assumes that
you are going to have a huge tax in-
crease and if we do not have that huge
tax increase, it is going to cost the
government money.

All we are proposing is to keep taxes
constant, level. Not cutting them,
keeping them level. You are saying we
want a big tax increase and if we do
not get it, it is going to cost us money
somehow.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE).

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time and
rise in support of the rule.

Mr. Speaker and in support of the un-
derlying bill, the tax relief guarantee
act.

Mr. Speaker, we all realized, many on
both sides of the aisle last year, that it
was simply morally wrong to tax mar-
ried couples more than unmarried cou-
ples living together in America.

Mr. Speaker, we realized it was mor-
ally wrong to tax small business own-
ers and family farmers over 50 percent
of everything they had earned and kept
after paying taxes all of their lives,
just because of their deaths. And last
year Congress repealed, with much sup-
port on the Democrat side of the aisle,
the marriage penalty and repealed es-
tate taxes. But because of an arcane
rule in the Senate, these taxes will be
thrust back into the pockets of Amer-
ican taxpayers in the year 2011.

Just as it was morally wrong to have
these taxes on the books, I offer to you
it is morally wrong, Mr. Speaker, to
bait and switch the American people.
So many of my constituents have
thanked me on the street for ending
death taxes, thanked me for ending the
onerous marriage penalty, and I have
to stop them and say, well, almost. Be-
cause in Congress-speak, while we got
all the publicity, all of us, for doing
just that, the reality is we did less
than that, and today we try to make
that right.

If we do not pass the Tax Relief
Guarantee Act, we will have the larg-
est single year tax increase in Amer-
ican history in the year 2011, and it
will most hit low income Americans
and married couples. Low income
Americans will see their tax rate rise
from 10 percent to 15 percent. That is a
50 percent tax increase on those least
able to pay. Three million American
families now off the tax rolls will be
thrust back on the tax rolls, and mar-
ried couples with children, like me,
will suddenly find their tax burden ris-
ing by thousands of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, those who say we can-
not afford to pass this bill today, we
cannot afford not to.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. ROSS).

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, let me begin
by saying this is not a partisan issue
for me. I was one of 28 Democrats to
stand with our President and vote for
the largest tax cut in some 20 years.
This tax cut does not sunset for 10
years. We all knew that when we voted
for it and when we supported it. This is
a vote that should happen, in 10 years,
and it is a vote that I hope I can cast
to repeal the sunset in 10 years. But
not now. Not now, unless we can dem-
onstrate without a shadow of a doubt
that the money will not come from
raiding the Social Security trust fund.

America is in a crisis. We are setting
up a train wreck for our kids and our
grandkids. $5.9 trillion in debt. What
does that mean to the American peo-
ple? $1 billion every single day this
country pays, using your tax money in
interest. Not principal, but just inter-
est on the national debt. How much is
$1 billion? That is 200 brand new ele-
mentary schools every single day in
America. That is new highways. That
is more economic opportunities for our
people. And now for next year we are
proposing to deficit spend for the first
time since 1997 $50 billion, all of this
coming from the Social Security trust
fund.

We all know, everyone agrees that
Social Security is broke in 2041. That is
assuming that we find a way to pay
back the $1 trillion that we have al-
ready borrowed from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, which we all know
there is no provision on how that
money gets paid back.

Do not repeal the sunset now. Let us
make certain that we can save Social
Security and Medicare and not dip into
it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize
what is being said here, and I suspect
we will hear it over and over and over,
regarding Social Security. But the fact
of the matter is, this bill will not affect
any benefits paid out now or in the fu-
ture to any recipient of Social Secu-
rity. That needs to be emphasized over
and over and over.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE)

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 586, the Tax Relief
Guarantee Act of 2002, and in support
of the rule.

I know there are divided views on
whether the tax cut was good for the
economy or not. Alan Greenspan says
it was a good thing, and I guess I tend
to agree with him.

I would like to pay special attention
to the permanent repeal of the death
tax. Currently a farmer or small busi-
nessman needs three estate plans: First
of all, if he dies before 2010, he has to
be able to take advantage of the partial
exemption; if he dies in 2010, he has a
total repeal of the death tax; if he dies
after 2010, then he has no death tax ex-
emption and he has to pay the full
death tax.

This may sound a little bit extreme,
but this is what is going on today. Can
you imagine dropping dead while you
are watching the football games on
January 1, 2011, and your family will
not come to the funeral the next day
because you died one day too late?
That is real pressure to die on time in
2010, and that is basically what we have
to do.

So what I would like to point out is
that, as has been pointed out in pre-
vious debate, the death tax is the most
unfair tax. The estate has already been
taxed by income, Social Security, prop-
erty and sales taxes. Then over half of
what is left goes to pay taxes. Heirs
usually have to sell the farm or busi-
ness after estate taxes. There are not
enough assets left to operate. Money
leaves the communities, and this is
devastating to small towns.

The death tax repeal needs to be
made permanent and it needs to be
made permanent now, because plans
are being made to transfer businesses
and farms, and I think this is the time
to do it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. MOORE).

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I voted for the tax cut
last year. This is not a partisan issue
for me. Last year, there were surpluses.
This year, the surpluses are gone. But
this legislation would increase the debt
of our Nation by over $4 trillion in the
next decade. That is $4 trillion we will
have to borrow, borrow from Social Se-
curity. That is $4 trillion right when
we need it, when the baby-boomers
begin to retire. That is a $4 trillion
debt that we will have to pass on to our
kids and grandkids. That is not fair.
That is not fiscally responsible.

And it gets worse. Three times in the
last year the Secretary of Treasury has
written Congress warning us that un-
less Congress acted to raise the debt
limit, we would place our country in a
situation of default on current debt ob-
ligations.

b 1145

Congress has not acted; and 2 weeks
ago, the Secretary of the Treasury
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began to borrow money from Federal
retirees’ pension funds in order to keep
our government solvent.

The President has requested a $27 bil-
lion defense supplemental to continue
our war on terrorism. That is $27 bil-
lion we are going to have to borrow,
and we will do it. So at a time when we
are borrowing money to pay for the
war on terrorism, when we are shifting
retiree pension funds to maintain cur-
rent services, and when we know in 10
years the baby boomers will begin to
retire, we are wanting to cut taxes. We
are wanting to cut taxes starting in 8
years. That is not only fiscally irre-
sponsible, because we do not know
what is going to be happening to the
economy in 8 years, it is hypocritical;
and it did not have to be this way.

Last year I voted for the President’s
tax cut. We had assurances from the
President, and I believed it too, that
we had these surpluses that would go
on and we would be able to afford the
tax cut. I am not apologizing for voting
for the tax cut, but we should not take
this irresponsible action. If we do, it is
going to cost our kids $4 trillion in the
future.

The budget, the projected budget sur-
pluses simply did not materialize. We
need to reevaluate our position now,
just like any responsible business
would do.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members to
vote against this proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule to
H.R. 586. This bill is bring brought to the floor
under an abusive procedure that prevents the
consideration of any amendments and even a
motion to recommit.

This rule limits full and fair debate on pro-
posed legislation that would have the effect of
increasing the deficit by over $4 trillion in the
next two decades. That’s $4 trillion that we will
have to ‘‘borrow’’ from the Social Security trust
funds. That’s $4 trillion that we will need at
precisely the time the baby boom generation
will be retiring. That’s a $4 trillion debt we will
pass on to our children and grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, that’s not fair; that’s not fiscally
responsible. And, it gets worse.

Three times in the last year, the Secretary
of the Treasury has written Congress warning
us of a ticking time bomb in our budget. He
warned that, unless Congress acted to raise
the debt limit—that is if Congress does not in-
crease the government’s authority to borrow
money—we would place our country in the un-
precedented position of defaulting on current
debt obligations.

To date, Congress has not acted; and, 2
weeks ago, the Treasury Secretary began to
‘‘borrow’’ retirees’ pension funds in order to
keep the government open and to prevent a
Federal default.

Moreover, this Congress has pending a $27
billion defense supplemental to allow us to
continue our campaign against terrorism. That
is $27 billion we did not anticipate; that is $27
billion we will have to borrow. So, at a time
when we’re borrowing money to pay for the
war on terror, when we’re shifting retiree pen-
sion funds to maintain current services, and
when we know we’ll have, in ten years, an
enormous obligation as baby boomers begin
to retire and draw Social Security—we’re cut-
ting taxes?

Mr. Speaker, that’s not only fiscally irrespon-
sible, it’s hypocritical. And it didn’t have to be
this way.

Last year, I voted for the President’s tax cut
with his assurance that we would have the
money to pay for it without dipping into the
Social Security surpluses. Like you, I believe
that we should fix provisions of last year’s tax
cut to increase certainty in the tax code that
will help people plan for their financial future.
Unfortunately, the budget surpluses projected
last year did not materialize and we are now
in a situation where we must reevaluate our
fiscal decisions in order to get us out of the
deficit ditch.

Yesterday, our fiscally conservative coalition
took to the Rules Committee a proposal to
amend this bill to provide for this permanent
extension without using the Social Security
surpluses and to restore fiscal integrity to the
Federal Government. This amendment was re-
jected on a vote of 6–3.

Today, I urge my colleagues to defeat this
rule to allow the House to consider our
amendment that will help ensure we get out of
the deficit ditch, out of the Social Security sur-
plus and back on the road to fiscal responsi-
bility.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I just want to clarify two errors from
the last speaker. First of all, in 8 years
we are not talking about cutting taxes.
In 8 years we are talking about keeping
them constant and not raising taxes.
The $4 trillion figure that has been
mentioned repeatedly is a nonexistent
figure. It is a bogus figure. It is not
supported by CBO or by the Joint Tax.
It is a dreamed-up Washington math
figure, and it should be disregarded by
those who are watching this debate.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, it is funny how politics
changes very little over the years.
More than 30 years ago, Ronald
Reagan, in a speech for Barry Gold-
water, what I consider the best speech
ever given said, ‘‘This is the issue of
this election: whether we believe in our
capacity for self government, or wheth-
er we abandon the American revolution
and confess that a little intellectual
elite in a far distant capital can plan
our lives for us better than we can plan
them ourselves.’’

I guess I am now part of that little
intellectual elite in Washington, but I
can tell my colleagues that I have had
no epiphany or no revelation over the
past 2 years that tells me how to spend
people’s money better than they can
spend it themselves. That is why I and
all of my Republican colleagues and 28
of our Democrat colleagues supported
the legislation last year to cut taxes.
Now it is incumbent on us to make it
permanent.

If we truly believe that Americans
can spend their money better than we

can spend it for them, then we will sup-
port this measure to make the tax cuts
permanent.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, com-
mon sense tells us if you want to get
out of a hole, you do not dig it deeper.
Well, our Nation is in a deep fiscal
hole; and this fiscally irresponsible bill
would dig that hole much, much deep-
er.

These are the facts. Our present na-
tional debt is right at $6 trillion. Inter-
est on that debt last year alone costs
the American taxpayers $360 billion.
Last year’s dreams of huge surpluses
have disappeared. That is a fact. In-
stead, the reality is we will have a $100
billion deficit this year. And the ad-
ministration is presently asking us in
Congress to immediately raise our na-
tional debt ceiling by $700 billion.

Yet, despite all of those facts, we are
debating today a proposal that would
cut taxes by $374 billion more in this
decade and, yes, by $4 trillion more in
the next decade. The hole is getting
deeper, Mr. Speaker; and sadly, it will
be our children and our grandchildren
who will be trapped in it for their en-
tire lives, paying massive amounts of
taxes just to pay the interest on the
debt.

Our generation has no right, whether
we are in an election year or not, to
put that kind of unfair burden upon our
children and future generations of
Americans. Increasingly, the national
debt harms our present economy by
driving up interest rates on homes,
cars, credit, and family businesses and
farms.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say this: if a
Member wants to take credit back
home this week for cutting taxes $4
trillion in this bill, then I hope he or
she would be honest enough to tell his
or her constituents just where you
want to cut that $4 trillion. You want
to cut it out of defense, Medicare, So-
cial Security, Medicaid, interest on the
national debt, which are increasing.
Those five programs represent 70 per-
cent of the budget.

I am an appropriator. It will be inter-
esting to look at how many Members
who want to take credit for this tax
cut today have letters sitting over at
the Committee on Appropriations at
this very moment. The fact is there are
thousands of them asking for hundreds
of billions of increased spending.

This is an unfair rule and a bad bill.
We should defeat both.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BRADY), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
let me tell my colleagues where I
would start cutting waste and spend-
ing. The American government spends
$5 billion a year helping salmon swim
upstream each year. That is enough to
put each fish on a first-class flight
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from the mouth of the river to the top
and still save money. That is where I
would start cutting. By the way, we
also give a grant to a group to teach
them how to catch those fish once they
are grown. That is where I would start.

The fact is, higher taxes do not bal-
ance the budget. A stronger economy
balances the budget in Washington,
D.C. Making permanent the President’s
tax relief is an issue of jobs.

Economists tell us that the Presi-
dent’s tax relief has already created
800,000 new jobs just in the time it has
been in place. It has helped soften the
recession. It is the anti-recession for-
mula. But we can grow the economy
even faster, create more jobs, build this
revenue here, if we will grow and
strengthen where we can count on this
relief in the future. Most importantly,
getting the economy moving now is the
key to balancing our Federal budget,
to paying down our debt, to preserving
Social Security and Medicare.

As my colleagues know, we are here
because of a Senate rule that will
eliminate the tax relief that we are
counting on; and it is funny how the
Senate has few rules when it comes to
spending our money, but quite a few
when it comes to sending it back. The
fact is, making permanent this tax re-
lief will help a family of four, two
teachers raising their children, avoid a
tax hike of $2,000; a $2,000 tax hike.

To grow our economy, to preserve
Social Security, to pay down the debt,
Americans need tax relief we can count
on, not a tax hike we can count on.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is clear that everybody in this House
would like to see tax cuts continued
past 2010. The issue is not whether we
are for tax cuts; the issue is whether or
not we are willing to use the Social Se-
curity trust fund money to pay for
those tax cuts.

I voted for the President’s tax cut
last June, and I would be glad to ex-
tend that tax cut; and I hope we have
the opportunity to do it sometime be-
tween now and 2010. But when we have
gone from projections of $5.5 trillion in
surplus down to where we no longer
have any surplus and we are projecting
deficits, it seems fiscally irresponsible
to propose today to extend that tax
cut.

I am confident we will be able to ex-
tend much of it, but fiscal conserv-
atives will support a balanced budget
first. Fiscal conservatives will oppose
deficit spending, and fiscal conserv-
atives will oppose spending the Social
Security trust fund money to pay for
future tax cuts.

There is no business in America that
will use its retirement fund to give
dividends to stockholders, and if they
did, they would go to jail. So I am con-
fident that today the right thing to do
is to oppose the previous question, op-
pose this rule, and let us have the op-
portunity to adopt the Blue Dog

amendment to encourage and promote
fiscal responsibility.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. HULSHOF).

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, again, I
am compelled to respond to the gen-
tleman from Texas, my friend, who just
spoke. The fact is, and again I respect
those that bring the green eye shade
approach here, keeping in mind, of
course, that the Congressional Budget
Office and Joint Tax do not take into
account the economic benefits that are
going to happen from small businesses
being able to invest. But even assum-
ing the numbers, we have on-budget
surpluses; in the most recent numbers,
on-budget surpluses in the year that
this permanent tax cut kicks in.

If we really want to talk about num-
bers, the fact is that if we do nothing,
nearly 4 million people that are now off
the tax rolls are going to be put back
on them, and 3 million of those are
families with kids. So I would urge
that we vote in favor of this measure.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, this is an
issue that is not a partisan issue for
me, it is very bipartisan, because we
just do not think it is the right thing
to do. I supported the President’s tax
cuts when he brought them up and the
Speaker and the leadership in the
House, because I thought they were the
right thing to do, and I still think they
were the right thing to do. But they
were just to go for 10 years, and then
we were to reevaluate and then extend
if the economy was doing right.

Even the Republican budget, fiscal
year 2003, phased out these tax cuts.
They knew the cuts would create a hor-
rible, looming deficit. They knew these
tax cuts would dramatically cut into
Social Security, Medicare, military re-
tirees, veterans’ benefits, and public
education. When the timing is right
and the Nation does not have such
pressing wartime needs or the deficits
or taking care of Social Security, that
is the time to institute the tax cuts,
again extending it past the 10 years.

We cannot deny America’s families
and seniors what they were promised.
The best way to give the American tax-
payer back the money they deserve is
to keep Social Security, keep Medicare
solvent, and lower the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs, and bring our jobs back
from Mexico.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to
the previous question and urge the de-
feat of this measure.

I am one who believes that
nonsunsetting tax cuts are, in fact, ap-
propriate. I do not think they should

sunset; I think they should be made
permanent. But I think they need to be
made permanent at a level that we can
afford.

The sunset provision of existing law,
I think, is flawed. It disallows Ameri-
cans from planning, both for personal
reasons and for business reasons. But
the truth is, the existing tax policy
should have been made at a level we
can afford, a level that does not jeop-
ardize Social Security, Medicare,
homeland security, and the other prior-
ities that are important to our Nation.

Unfortunately, we have seen the cost
of this tax cut is increasing our debt
and puts programs such as Social Secu-
rity and Medicare in trouble. We pay $1
billion per day just on the interest on
our national debt, and if we remove
this sunset, it is just going to exacer-
bate the problem.

It is time that we have honest debate
on tax policy, debt reduction, and fis-
cal policy. That is what we should be
doing now, not engaging in political de-
bate, and I would urge defeat of this
measure.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), the ranking
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
oppose this rule. I went before the
Committee on Rules yesterday, and I
asked my Republican colleagues to
consider just a little fairness in pre-
senting this extremely important piece
of legislation to the floor. But they re-
fused to allow Democrats to amend it;
they refused to allow us time to debate
it; they refused to allow us even the op-
portunity to send it back to committee
with certain instructions.

They do this because they know that
our great Nation, our great Republic,
even though we are at war today, is ac-
tually supporting the government not
on regular tax dollars, but on the tax
dollars that are being paid by people
for their Social Security benefits. We
are saying that maybe the President
did not know at the time that he had
the tax cuts that we would have war or
the impact of the recession; but we as
legislators, we cannot foresee what is
going to happen in the far distant fu-
ture. This bill before us will be cutting
taxes for the next couple of decades at
the very time that 40 million Ameri-
cans will become eligible for their So-
cial Security benefits.

b 1200
Do we want to take a gamble that we

will not have the money there, that the
Social Security trust funds just will
not be there as they have been for us?
Do we want to take a gamble that for
those 40 million Americans that be-
come eligible for Medicare and health
care as they become older, that the
money will not be there?

What is the rush in doing this during
the limited time that Mr. Bush is going
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to be President? Why can we not do
this, yes, with the green shades on, and
look after the American future the
same way we look after our businesses,
and being able to say that when the
time comes, we will take a look at the
economy?

All we wanted to do is say, yes, make
the tax cuts permanent, but make it
contingent that it does not do violence
to the Social Security trust fund. What
are they so afraid of, that these things
have to be rammed down America’s
throat, rammed down the Congress,
and not even give us a chance to amend
and express our views?

If Members think it is so good, why is
it that they do not give us time as
Americans, not as Democrats, not as
Republicans, but as Members of the
House of Representatives, to do this?
We did not have time even to amend it
in the committee of jurisdiction, the
tax-writing committee.

We are dealing with close to $5 tril-
lion of revenue shortfalls. We are not
dealing with just trying to spend the
people’s money, we are trying to make
certain that the trust fund is there.
These funds are entrusted to us. We are
the board of trustees. We guarantee
that the people are entitled to have
their Social Security benefits, and they
are taking away that right from the
Congress, from the Democrats, and
from the American people.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize
once again when we have this discus-
sion on Social Security that the bene-
fits now will not be harmed at all by
passage of this bill and signing it into
law, and benefits in the future will not
be harmed when this bill is signed into
law by the President.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, perhaps
there is someone who is wondering how
such extreme opposite statements
could be made and both be true. I in-
vite them to take a look at a section of
the Constitution which is called the
‘‘speech and debate clause.’’ There, any
Member of Congress is protected from
any of the normal libel, slander, or
other penalties for not speaking the
truth.

That is why, in the context of debate
on the floor, we can have such wild and
exaggerated statements which have no
basis in fact and are not true, not only
spoken but repeated by Member after
Member.

What we just heard from the gen-
tleman from Washington and what we
might like to know is that in this leg-
islation it says, ‘‘The Social Security
and Medicare trust fund shall be held
harmless.’’ Not one penny will come
out of the trust fund.

In addition to that, if Members are
looking for fundamental debate be-

tween the parties, I think they have
seen it. What they are using are scare
tactics about Social Security and
Medicare to make sure that the people
do not get some of their hard-earned
dollars back. What they are saying is
they know better than the people, and
what they say is when the time is
right, they may let people have it
back. It is kind of like when we go to
a bank, and if we do not need the loan,
we get one.

How are we going to grow the econ-
omy, have these people make the deci-
sions about economic and industrial
questions, or Americans? Republicans
believe the way we grow the pie, the
way we provide more over this decade
and the next, is to get more of Ameri-
cans’ money in their hands and let
them make the decisions. It has
worked for 200 years.

They are concerned that it will work
and that more people will understand
the concepts and ideas of opportunity
and power. Allow us to continue to
grow as a country.

About the fact that we need opposite
debate or bills or amendments, this is
pretty simple: The tax cut is either
going to be permanent or it is not. We
are going to hear a lot of rhetoric.
That is the basic question: Do we want
it to be permanent, or not? It is pretty
simple.

We have a board behind us. We have
voting boxes. They vote yes or they
vote no. This is not a complicated
issue. Either people get their money
back guaranteed over time so the coun-
try can grow, or they listen to them.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
am glad to follow the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, be-
cause I guess since this week was April
15, my colleagues have to show again
that they are against tax increases. We
voted for one last year. Now let us
show we are against them, and we are
going to vote against one 8 years from
now. It just does not make sense.

Last year, when Congress passed the
tax cut, a lot of us voiced concerns
that we were cutting and not leaving
enough room for emergencies. Well, in
the post-September 11 environment,
that argument has even more weight
now.

It is more important, with the war on
terrorism, it is critical that we realize
our defense responsibilities. We must
continue to pay for the important do-
mestic responsibilities we have, edu-
cation, prescription drugs for seniors,
and not go deeper into deficit spending.

All people ask is that the Federal
Government live like our families. If
our families have to pay for the secu-
rity of their home, for their prescrip-
tions for their parents, for the edu-
cation of their children, why would
they go to their employer and say, we
need a tax cut; we need a pay cut 8
years from now?

It does not make economic sense, it
only makes political sense during this

week. I am just amazed that my Re-
publican colleagues would try and pull
this over the eyes of Americans.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 15 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN)

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I just wanted to quickly respond to the
last speaker about tax cuts being the
source of the loss of the surplus this
past year.

That is simply not the case. Seventy-
three percent of the loss of the surplus
this past year came because our econ-
omy went into a recession. People lost
their jobs and they did not pay taxes,
and the surplus dried up because we
went into recession. These tax cuts will
grow the economy and get us back on
track and grow those surpluses.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. HILL).

(Mr. HILL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, the country’s
current budget situation is like the
proverbial elephant in the living room.
He is there and he is larger than life,
but very few if any of our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle will acknowl-
edge him.

Several of my colleagues and I have
been over the last several months try-
ing to alert everyone to the elephant’s
presence. Rest assured that we are
going to continue to come down to this
House floor and point him out until ev-
erybody acknowledges him.

This elephant, unfortunately, comes
with his own set of numbers. In one
year, the projected 10-year surplus de-
creased $4 trillion. That is the truth.
That is a fact.

The Federal Government will run a
deficit, both this year and next. That is
the truth. That is a fact.

Because of these deficits, the Federal
Government will have to borrow money
to pay its bills. That is the truth. That
is the fact.

To pay for these bills, the Federal
Government will borrow almost $2 tril-
lion more this decade than was ex-
pected when CBO published its num-
bers in January, 2001. That is the truth.
That is the fact.

All told, by the time the interest
payments are added in, the national
debt will be almost $3 trillion larger
than earlier projected when the 10-year
budget window closes. That is the
truth. That is the fact.

And to top it all off, Social Security
surplus dollars will be used to help bal-
ance the budget through the end of this
decade. That is the truth. That is the
fact. This is our problem. This is the
elephant. Our fiscal house is not in
order.

For those who are listening, it is
probably very hard to determine what
is the truth and what is the fact, so we

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 23:51 Apr 18, 2002 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18AP7.038 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1426 April 18, 2002
offered an amendment that was re-
jected by the Committee on Rules: We
will agree to the tax cuts, but let us do
a study by CBO to in fact determine
once and for sure what the truth and
the facts are. Are we dipping into So-
cial Security? Are we not managing
our house in a fiscally responsible way?

This idea was rejected. I am sorry
that it was.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker I yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the truth and facts are that when one
is laid off, they do not pay into Social
Security. If they do not have a job,
they do not pay to preserve Medicare.
If there is no means of income, they
are not helping balancing this budget,
they are not paying for the war, they
are not paying down our debts.

The economy strengthens our gov-
ernment and strengthens all these pro-
grams. That is what this bill is all
about.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of
the Committee on the Budget.

(Mr. NUSSLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, that is
the truth? Those are the facts? Okay,
let us say it is the truth. Let us say it
is the facts. Where is their plan? We
have been asking for their plan for now
going on over 6 months. Where is their
plan?

Where is their plan on terrorism?
Where is their plan on defending this
Nation? Where is their plan on special
education? Where is their plan on pre-
scription drugs? Where is their plan on
Medicare? Where is their plan on So-
cial Security? Where, where, where in
the name of God is their budget?

They do not have a budget; the Sen-
ate does not have a budget. The only
plan for the American people to look at
is the plan that was passed here in the
House of Representatives by the Presi-
dent of the United States and the
House Republicans. Why is that? Be-
cause they are devoid of ideas, they are
unable to act, and they are unwilling
to lead; therefore, we must.

Now, this is a new phenomenon. The
great Democratic Party that led us
many times in our history is dis-
appointing America with absolutely
not one scintilla of an idea. So what do
we have to do? We have to move for-
ward. We want to do it in a bipartisan
way.

I mean, translate this debate for us
today. The Democrats are coming to
the well and they are wringing their
hands and saying, oh, my goodness, I
am worried about the budget in 2020.
That is what I am worried about, the
budget in 2020.

We are worried about the family
budget today. It is not the Federal
budget. Wake up. It is America’s fam-
ily budget that matters. The Repub-

licans are the ones who have paid down
the debt, $450 billion. Yet, they come to
the well and say, we are worried about
the debt in 2020? Well, do something
about it. Give us their plan, give us
their budget, give us their ideas.

Do not just come down here and
scare America’s seniors and wring their
hands about an economy they are un-
willing to do anything about, but join
us. Join us in recognizing that last
year, because of some quirky Senate
rules, they were unable and unwilling
to do more than 10 years.

Alan Greenspan said yesterday, ‘‘The
markets of America assumed this tax
cut is permanent.’’ Certainly, my con-
stituents believe that when we pass a
bill and pass a law, it means it is per-
manent until Congress is willing to
change it.

The reason they are scared of this de-
bate is simple: Because automatically,
10 years from today, do Members want
to know what they are up to? They
want the tax increase on America, but
they do not want to have to vote for it.
No, they do not want to have to show
their plan, they do not want to have to
show their budget, they just want it to
automatically happen.

Have the guts to have a plan, have
the guts to have a budget, have the
guts to come to the floor and tell
America what Democrats are all about.
Do not just accuse us of doing nothing,
of wrecking the economy, of dipping
into Social Security, which we all
know is impossible. Do not do that un-
less they have got a plan on what to do
about it, and America will wake up to
that fact as soon as we have the oppor-
tunity to get this story out.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Members are asked to re-
frain from casting reflections upon the
other body.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

If Members had the guts to have an
open rule, they would be hearing some
Democrat plans.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
ISRAEL).

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Let me share our plan with the gen-
tleman. I appreciate and respect his
passion, but let me tell the Members
what our plan is: It is the same plan
that every American family and every
small business has to abide by every
day. That plan says we make sure that
the budgets are balanced. That plan
says we make sure that the numbers
add up. That plan says we take care of
retirement. That plans says we make
sure if we get sick or if our parents or
grandparents get sick, we can pay for
their medications and prescription
drugs.

That is not a novel plan, that is the
plan that every single working Amer-
ican family has to abide by, and it is
the same plan we should abide by.

I am one of those Democrats who
have supported tax cuts. I was one of 28
Democrats to support the President’s
tax cut. I was one of nine Democrats to
support the President’s economic stim-
ulus package because it provided tax
cuts, because we could afford those
plans.

Now all we are asking is for some bi-
partisanship. I will support this bill.
All we are asking is that we do the re-
sponsible thing and have the Congres-
sional Budget Office certify to the
American people that this is not going
to break into their Social Security and
their retirement savings.

b 1215

That is the responsible thing to do.
That is the plan that every American
family wants from us, and that is what
we should do.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). The Chair will advise Mem-
bers that the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 3 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) has 33⁄4 minutes
remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I simply want to clarify the last speak-
er. According to the most recent fig-
ures from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, this bill will not dip into Social
Security. This bill will still leave an
on-budget or non-Social Security sur-
plus in both the years 2011 and 2012, the
years which we are discussing.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding me
the time, and I rise in support of mak-
ing these tax cuts permanent.

I just want to talk about the human
factor in the death tax. I have a con-
stituent in my congressional district in
Kissimmee, Florida. Actually, it is a
couple. They owned a florist, Dennis
and Nancy Sexton. Their uncle owned a
florist in the same town, a much bigger
floral operation. He passed away. He
had 19 employees, and Dennis inherited
that operation; and Dennis had to
spend about $253,000 to deal with the
death tax. The death tax was $160,000.
The lawyer’s fee and accountant fees
were $60,000. He spent $4,000 on the ap-
praisal of his uncle’s floral operation,
and he did not have that kind of
money.

So what did he do? He did the things
that a lot of small business owners
have to do. He laid off people. He took
people that had worked for his uncle
for years, brought them in and said I
have to lay you off. Others he said I
have to cut your salary. He took out a
loan. He had to forego repairs on the
building. They actually went a summer
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in Florida in their office, with no air
conditioning, just to save some money,
and had fans in there.

The other thing he had to do, he had
traditionally given to the United Way,
to various charities in the community,
as a lot of businessmen do. A lot of
these charities come to the local busi-
nesses and ask for a donation. He has
had to totally cut all that off.

Now, he is going to survive, and I
think he is going to make it; and hope-
fully some day he will be able to grow
the business back up to where it was
before the IRS stepped in. But I think
this death tax is absolutely horrible,
and to say in our bill that we want to
bring it back in 10 years I just think is
obscene, and I thoroughly support all
the other provisions.

I am only allowed 2 minutes, but my
colleagues could put forward similar
arguments with the retirement provi-
sions. We can make the exact same ar-
guments.

So this is a good piece of legislation,
and I commend our leaders for bringing
it to the floor, and I would encourage
everybody on both sides of the aisle to
vote in support of it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, Woody
Allen said, ‘‘This is a tragedy of a dis-
aster.’’ Look at the State of New Jer-
sey. A member of my colleagues’ own
administration, very good friend of
mine, left the State and said I had a
billion dollar surplus. What happened
to it? Now we have an $8 billion deficit,
the worst in the Nation.

We cannot fill these cards unless we
know the numbers. We do not know the
numbers 10 weeks from now. How can
my colleagues tell us what the num-
bers are going to be 15 years from now?
$400 billion more in deficit, $400 billion
more and my colleagues need to ad-
dress the American people on American
values who believe we should pay for
what we are getting and not go into
debt even further.

By 2008 we will have paid the govern-
ment’s debt, the Nation’s debt. Now
what has happened? We are into deficit,
Mr. Speaker, and Woody Allen’s words
ring so true, so true.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK).

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank our ranking Committee on Rules
member this morning for yielding me
the time.

Someone else asked earlier why do
we not put our own plan forward. Well,
we have a rule that will not give us a
substitute, will not allow us a sub-
stitute, will not allow us amendments
and will not allow us a motion to re-
commit. What kind of process is this?

I rise in opposition to the rule and
also the underlying bill. If we spend as
much time on tax cuts, if we translate
that to education and health care, our
health care system that is collapsing,
Medicare trust fund, our senior par-

ents, our aunts and uncles who built
this country, the world and this coun-
try would be a better place.

It is a bad bill, it is a bad rule, and
until we shore up Social Security for
those who built this country, until we
have an adequate health care system
and Medicare, why do we have a tax
bill with a permanent tax cut years out
that really cannot bind this Congress?
It is a bad rule. It is a bad rule.

Let us vote the rule down, vote the
bill down and continue to build Amer-
ica for the people who built it, the
Medicare senior citizens who deserve a
better health care system than we now
have.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the Members that
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) has the right to close. He
has 11⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the remaining time.

I want to remind my colleagues and
anybody listening out there that the
cost of this bill is $753,713,000. The in-
tended raise in the debt limit is $750
billion. Coincidence, I do not know; but
one certainly wonders whether one has
a lot to do with the other.

We are going to call for a vote on the
previous question. If it is defeated I am
going to offer an amendment for this
unfair rule. The Phelps substitute that
was offered in the Committee on Rules
and that the Republican majority on
the Committee on Rules refused to
make in order would allow the tax cuts
to be made permanent upon certifi-
cation by the director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office that enactment of
the legislation would not result in an
on-budget deficit.

Quite simply, Mr. Speaker, the per-
manent extension of the tax cuts
should not use Social Security funds;
and we all stood here, both sides alike,
and pledged to protect Social Security
funds in a lockbox. We propose that my
colleagues let that promise be kept to
the American people.

The procedure that the majority used
to bring the bill to the floor prevents
the Democrats from having a sub-
stitute motion to recommit, and only
by defeating the previous question can
we bring fiscal order back to the budg-
et process. That should be the top pri-
ority of this Congress.

So I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the previous
question.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be
printed in the RECORD immediately be-
fore the vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.

Speaker, I am pleased to yield the bal-
ance of our time to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF), the author of
this bill.

(Mr. HULSHOF asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) for yielding me the time.

My friend from New Jersey awhile
ago quoted Woody Allen. Let me pro-
vide this quote that I came across in an
old ‘‘Farmers Almanac’’ recently. It
said, ‘‘If Patrick Henry thought tax-
ation without representation was bad,
he ought to see it with representa-
tion’’; and I think Mr. Henry would
look at what we did a year ago and he
would roll over in his grave because
this sunset that was placed on this tax
cut has no policy reason at all. It was
simply put there by the other body by
the bill’s opponents.

Why is it, I ask my colleagues, espe-
cially those 28 of them, many of whom
spoke here today, why is it that tax in-
creases are always permanent? We are
still paying for the Spanish-American
War with the tax on luxury telephones
that was passed in 1898. The death tax
that we are trying to repeal once and
for all was enacted in 1916. We still
have deficit reduction taxes that my
colleagues put on the American people
back in 1993. So it is a good policy rea-
son that we make these tax cuts per-
manent.

What is going to happen if we do not?
What I hear from the other side of the
aisle is, talking about this, we cannot
afford this tax cut. Mr. Speaker, if we
do nothing, this cost has to be borne by
someone, and that someone is the
American family, it is the American
business, because we know if we do
nothing, they are going to see the larg-
est tax increase our Nation has ever
had thrust upon them.

Mr. Speaker, a bipartisan majority
voted to enact these tax relief meas-
ures that we passed a year ago. If it
was good policy then, it remains good
policy now. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the
rule and a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the under-
lying legislation.

The material referred to earlier by
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER) is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION ON H. RES. 390, RULE FOR

H.R. 586, FAIRNESS FOR FOSTER CARE FAMI-
LIES ACT OF 2001
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new section:
SEC. ll(a) Upon adoption of the House

amendment to the Senate amendment to
H.R. 586, the enrolling clerk of the House of
Representatives shall—

(1) prepare an engrossment of the House
amendment without title ll (related to the
repeal of the sunset provision of the Eco-
nomic Growth and Taxpayer Relief Act of
2001) and transmit it to the Senate for fur-
ther legislative action; and

(2) prepare an engrossment of a bill com-
prised of title ll (related to the repeal of
the sunset provision of the Economic Growth
and Taxpayer Relief Act of 2001).

(b) The vote by which such House amend-
ment was agreed to shall be deemed to have
been a vote in favor of the bill referred to in
subsection (a)(2) upon certification by the
chairman of the Budget Committee that en-
actment of the legislation would not rely on
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the use of Social Security surplus funds.
Upon the engrossment of such bill, it shall be
deemed to have passed the House of Rep-
resentatives and been duly certified and ex-
amined. The engrossed copy shall be signed
by the Clerk and transmitted to the Senate
for further legislative action. Upon final pas-
sage by both houses, the bill shall be signed
by the presiding officer of both houses and
presented to the President for his signature
(and otherwise treated for all purposes) in
the manner provided for bills generally.

(c) The Chairman of the Budget Committee
shall make the certification under sub-
section (b) only if the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office finds that enact-
ment of the bill would not result in an on-
budget deficit in any of the 10 fiscal years
based on the most recent economic and tech-
nical assumptions by the Congressional
Budget Office and all legislation enacted
prior to the certification and any additional
changes in spending and revenues assumed in
H. Con. Res. 353 as passed by the House.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting, if ordered,
on the question of adoption of the reso-
lution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays
206, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 101]

YEAS—219

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss

Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)

Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne

Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster

Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—206

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara

Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano

Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak

Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez

Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—9

Brown (OH)
Clement
Duncan

Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Horn

Jones (OH)
Rogers (KY)
Traficant

b 1248

Mrs. CAPPS and Messrs.
MCDERMOTT, WYNN and STUPAK
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. REHBERG changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SWEENEY). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 218, noes 205,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 102]

AYES—218

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann

Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson

Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
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Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (MI)

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu

Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—205

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez

Hall (TX)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler

Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—11

Brown (OH)
Clement
Duncan
Frelinghuysen

Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur

Rogers (KY)
Traficant
Whitfield

b 1258

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I was

inadvertently detained and was not recorded
for rollcall vote 102 on April 18. Had it been
recorded, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’.

f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
Subcommittee on Human Resources, is
meeting at this time rewriting the wel-
fare bill, the TANF bill. Is there any
rule under which it is possible for us to
suspend here on the floor so that we
can go back to the committee and
work on that? Members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means are pres-
ently supposed to be in two places at
once. I am asking whether there is pro-
vision under the rules.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman that
there is no House prohibition on com-
mittees meeting while the House is
considering H.R. 586. Therefore, the
committees are able to meet.

f

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO RE-
VISE AND EXTEND REMARKS ON
H.R. 586, FAIRNESS FOR FOSTER
CARE FAMILIES ACT OF 2001

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks on the bill which is
before us.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.
f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. THOMAS. How can the gen-
tleman from Washington revise and ex-
tend his remarks on the bill before us
when the bill has not been laid before
us?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. By
unanimous consent, a Member is al-
lowed to revise and extend his remarks
on a bill that is yet to be considered.

Mr. THOMAS. As long as it is yet to
be considered. The gentleman said ‘‘the
bill before us.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s unanimous consent request is
perfectly in order.

Mr. THOMAS. I would like to place
in front of the House the bill that the
gentleman just placed his information
on the RECORD. I did that for the pur-
pose of making sure that notwith-
standing the Speaker’s response, guid-
ed by the Parliamentarian, this indi-
vidual from California believes the bill
has to be in front of us if you are going
to place unanimous consent remarks
on the bill that is in front of us.

f

FAIRNESS FOR FOSTER CARE
FAMILIES ACT OF 2001

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 390, I call up from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 586)
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to provide that the exclusion from
gross income for foster care payments
shall also apply to payments by quali-
fied placement agencies, and for other
purposes, with a Senate amendment
thereto, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of the Senate amendment is

as follows:
Senate amendment:
Page 3, after line 19, insert:

SEC. 3. ACCELERATION OF EFFECTIVE DATE FOR
EXPANSION OF ADOPTION TAX
CREDIT AND ADOPTION ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS.

Subsection (g) of section 202 of the Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2001 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2001.’’.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. THOMAS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the motion.

The text of the motion is as follows:
Mr. THOMAS moves that the House concur

in the Senate amendment with an amend-
ment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate, strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Tax Relief Guarantee Act of 2002’’.

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—
Sec. 1. Short title; etc.

TITLE I—TAX REDUCTIONS MADE
PERMANENT

Sec. 101. Tax reductions made permanent.
Sec. 102. Protection of social security and

medicare.
TITLE II—TAXPAYER PROTECTION AND

IRS ACCOUNTABILITY
Sec. 201. Short title.

Subtitle A—Penalties and Interest
Sec. 211. Failure to pay estimated tax pen-

alty converted to interest
charge on accumulated unpaid
balance.

Sec. 212. Exclusion from gross income for in-
terest on overpayments of in-
come tax by individuals.
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Sec. 213. Abatement of interest.
Sec. 214. Deposits made to suspend running

of interest on potential under-
payments.

Sec. 215. Expansion of interest netting for
individuals.

Sec. 216. Waiver of certain penalties for
first-time unintentional minor
errors.

Sec. 217. Frivolous tax submissions.
Sec. 218. Clarification of application of Fed-

eral tax deposit penalty.
Subtitle B—Fairness of Collection

Procedures
Sec. 221. Partial payment of tax liability in

installment agreements.
Sec. 222. Extension of time for return of

property.
Sec. 223. Individuals held harmless on

wrongful levy, etc. on indi-
vidual retirement plan.

Sec. 224. Seven-day threshold on tolling of
statute of limitations during
tax review.

Sec. 225. Study of liens and levies.
Subtitle C—Efficiency of Tax

Administration
Sec. 231. Revisions relating to termination

of employment of Internal Rev-
enue Service employees for
misconduct.

Sec. 232. Confirmation of authority of Tax
Court to apply doctrine of equi-
table recoupment.

Sec. 233. Jurisdiction of Tax Court over col-
lection due process cases.

Sec. 234. Office of Chief Counsel review of of-
fers in compromise.

Sec. 235. 15-day delay in due date for elec-
tronically filed individual in-
come tax returns.

Subtitle D—Confidentiality and Disclosure
Sec. 241. Collection activities with respect

to joint return disclosable to ei-
ther spouse based on oral re-
quest.

Sec. 242. Taxpayer representatives not sub-
ject to examination on sole
basis of representation of tax-
payers.

Sec. 243. Disclosure in judicial or adminis-
trative tax proceedings of re-
turn and return information of
persons who are not party to
such proceedings.

Sec. 244. Prohibition of disclosure of tax-
payer identification informa-
tion with respect to disclosure
of accepted offers-in-com-
promise.

Sec. 245. Compliance by contractors with
confidentiality safeguards.

Sec. 246. Higher standards for requests for
and consents to disclosure.

Sec. 247. Notice to taxpayer concerning ad-
ministrative determination of
browsing; annual report.

Sec. 248. Expanded disclosure in emergency
circumstances.

Sec. 249. Disclosure of taxpayer identity for
tax refund purposes.

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous
Sec. 251. Clarification of definition of church

tax inquiry.
Sec. 252. Expansion of declaratory judgment

remedy to tax-exempt organiza-
tions.

Sec. 253. Employee misconduct report to in-
clude summary of complaints
by category.

Sec. 254. Annual report on awards of costs
and certain fees in administra-
tive and court proceedings.

Sec. 255. Annual report on abatement of pen-
alties.

Sec. 256. Better means of communicating
with taxpayers.

Sec. 257. Explanation of statute of limita-
tions and consequences of fail-
ure to file.

Sec. 258. Amendment to Treasury auction
reforms.

Sec. 259. Enrolled agents.
Sec. 260. Financial management service fees.
Sec. 261. Capital gain treatment under sec-

tion 631(b) to apply to outright
sales by land owner.

Sec. 262. Acceleration of effective date for
expansion of adoption tax cred-
it and adoption assistance pro-
grams.

Subtitle F—Low-Income Taxpayer Clinics
Sec. 271. Low-income taxpayer clinics.

TITLE I—TAX REDUCTIONS MADE
PERMANENT

SEC. 101. TAX REDUCTIONS MADE PERMANENT.
Title IX of the Economic Growth and Tax

Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is hereby
repealed.
SEC. 102. PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY AND

MEDICARE.
The amounts transferred to any trust fund

under the Social Security Act shall be deter-
mined as if the Economic Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 had not
been enacted.

TITLE II—TAXPAYER PROTECTION AND
IRS ACCOUNTABILITY

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Taxpayer

Protection and IRS Accountability Act of
2002’’.

Subtitle A—Penalties and Interest
SEC. 211. FAILURE TO PAY ESTIMATED TAX PEN-

ALTY CONVERTED TO INTEREST
CHARGE ON ACCUMULATED UNPAID
BALANCE.

(a) PENALTY MOVED TO INTEREST CHAPTER
OF CODE.—The Internal Revenue Code of 1986
is amended by redesignating section 6654 as
section 6641 and by moving section 6641 (as so
redesignated) from part I of subchapter A of
chapter 68 to the end of subchapter E of
chapter 67 (as added by subsection (e)(1) of
this section).

(b) PENALTY CONVERTED TO INTEREST
CHARGE.—The heading and subsections (a)
and (b) of section 6641 (as so redesignated)
are amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 6641. INTEREST ON FAILURE BY INDI-

VIDUAL TO PAY ESTIMATED INCOME
TAX.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Interest shall be paid on
any underpayment of estimated tax by an in-
dividual for a taxable year for each day of
such underpayment. The amount of such in-
terest for any day shall be the product of the
underpayment rate established under sub-
section (b)(2) multiplied by the amount of
the underpayment.

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF UNDERPAYMENT; INTEREST
RATE.—For purposes of subsection (a)—

‘‘(1) AMOUNT.—The amount of the under-
payment on any day shall be the excess of—

‘‘(A) the sum of the required installments
for the taxable year the due dates for which
are on or before such day, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the amounts (if any) of es-
timated tax payments made on or before
such day on such required installments.

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF INTEREST RATE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The underpayment rate

with respect to any day in an installment
underpayment period shall be the under-
payment rate established under section 6621
for the first day of the calendar quarter in
which such installment underpayment period
begins.

‘‘(B) INSTALLMENT UNDERPAYMENT PE-
RIOD.—For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘installment underpayment period’
means the period beginning on the day after
the due date for a required installment and

ending on the due date for the subsequent re-
quired installment (or in the case of the 4th
required installment, the 15th day of the 4th
month following the close of a taxable year).

‘‘(C) DAILY RATE.—The rate determined
under subparagraph (A) shall be applied on a
daily basis and shall be based on the assump-
tion of 365 days in a calendar year.

‘‘(3) TERMINATION OF ESTIMATED TAX INTER-
EST.—No day after the end of the installment
underpayment period for the 4th required in-
stallment specified in paragraph (2)(B) for a
taxable year shall be treated as a day of un-
derpayment with respect to such taxable
year.’’.

(c) INCREASE IN SAFE HARBOR WHERE TAX IS
SMALL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section
6641(d)(1)(B) (as so redesignated) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(i) the lesser of—
‘‘(I) 90 percent of the tax shown on the re-

turn for the taxable year (or, if no return is
filed, 90 percent of the tax for such year), or

‘‘(II) the tax shown on the return for the
taxable year (or, if no return is filed, the tax
for such year) reduced (but not below zero)
by $2,000, or’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection
(e) of section 6641 (as so redesignated) is
amended by striking paragraph (1) and redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs
(1) and (2), respectively.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (e)

(as redesignated by subsection (c)(2)) and
subsection (h) of section 6641 (as so des-
ignated) are each amended by striking ‘‘addi-
tion to tax’’ each place it occurs and insert-
ing ‘‘interest’’.

(2) Section 167(g)(5)(D) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘6654’’ and inserting ‘‘6641’’.

(3) Section 460(b)(1) is amended by striking
‘‘6654’’ and inserting ‘‘6641’’.

(4) Section 3510(b) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘section 6654’’ in paragraph

(1) and inserting ‘‘section 6641’’;
(B) by amending paragraph (2)(B) to read

as follows:
‘‘(B) no interest would be required to be

paid (but for this section) under 6641 for such
taxable year by reason of the $2,000 amount
specified in section 6641(d)(1)(B)(i)(II).’’;

(C) by striking ‘‘section 6654(d)(2)’’ in para-
graph (3) and inserting ‘‘section 6641(d)(2)’’;
and

(D) by striking paragraph (4).
(5) Section 6201(b)(1) is amended by strik-

ing ‘‘6654’’ and inserting ‘‘6641’’.
(6) Section 6601(h) is amended by striking

‘‘6654’’ and inserting ‘‘6641’’.
(7) Section 6621(b)(2)(B) is amended by

striking ‘‘addition to tax under section 6654’’
and inserting ‘‘interest required to be paid
under section 6641’’.

(8) Section 6622(b) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘PENALTY FOR’’ in the

heading; and
(B) by striking ‘‘addition to tax under sec-

tion 6654 or 6655’’ and inserting ‘‘interest re-
quired to be paid under section 6641 or addi-
tion to tax under section 6655’’.

(9) Section 6658(a) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘6654, or 6655’’ and inserting

‘‘or 6655, and no interest shall be required to
be paid under section 6641,’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or paying interest’’ after
‘‘the tax’’ in paragraph (2)(B)(ii).

(10) Section 6665(b) is amended—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)

by striking ‘‘, 6654,’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘6654 or’’.
(11) Section 7203 is amended by striking

‘‘section 6654 or 6655’’ and inserting ‘‘section
6655 or interest required to be paid under sec-
tion 6641’’.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
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(1) Chapter 67 is amended by inserting after

subchapter D the following:
‘‘Subchapter E—Interest on Failure by

Individual to Pay Estimated Income Tax
‘‘Sec. 6641. Interest on failure by individual

to pay estimated income tax.’’.

(2) The table of subchapters for chapter 67
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new items:

‘‘Subchapter D. Notice requirements.
‘‘Subchapter E. Interest on failure by indi-

vidual to pay estimated income
tax.’’.

(3) The table of sections for part I of sub-
chapter A of chapter 68 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 6654.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to install-
ment payments for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2002.
SEC. 212. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME FOR

INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENTS OF
INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 (relating to items specifically
excluded from gross income) is amended by
inserting after section 139 the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 139A. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME

FOR INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENTS
OF INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, gross income shall not include inter-
est paid under section 6611 on any overpay-
ment of tax imposed by this subtitle.

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply in the case of a failure to claim items
resulting in the overpayment on the original
return if the Secretary determines that the
principal purpose of such failure is to take
advantage of subsection (a).

‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR DETERMINING MODI-
FIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—For purposes
of this title, interest not included in gross
income under subsection (a) shall not be
treated as interest which is exempt from tax
for purposes of sections 32(i)(2)(B) and 6012(d)
or any computation in which interest ex-
empt from tax under this title is added to ad-
justed gross income.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 139 the following new
item:

‘‘Sec. 139A. Exclusion from gross income for
interest on overpayments of in-
come tax by individuals.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to interest
received in calendar years beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 213. ABATEMENT OF INTEREST.

(a) ABATEMENT OF INTEREST WITH RESPECT
TO ERRONEOUS REFUND CHECK WITHOUT RE-
GARD TO SIZE OF REFUND.—Paragraph (2) of
section 6404(e) is amended by striking ‘‘un-
less—’’ and all that follows and inserting
‘‘unless the taxpayer (or a related party) has
in any way caused such erroneous refund.’’.

(b) ABATEMENT OF INTEREST TO EXTENT IN-
TEREST IS ATTRIBUTABLE TO TAXPAYER RELI-
ANCE ON WRITTEN STATEMENTS OF THE IRS.—
Subsection (f) of section 6404 is amended—

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking
‘‘PENALTY OR ADDITION’’ and inserting ‘‘IN-
TEREST, PENALTY, OR ADDITION’’; and

(2) in paragraph (1) and in subparagraph (B)
of paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘penalty or ad-
dition’’ and inserting ‘‘interest, penalty, or
addition’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to interest accruing on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 214. DEPOSITS MADE TO SUSPEND RUNNING
OF INTEREST ON POTENTIAL UN-
DERPAYMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter
67 (relating to interest on underpayments) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 6603. DEPOSITS MADE TO SUSPEND RUN-

NING OF INTEREST ON POTENTIAL
UNDERPAYMENTS, ETC.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE DEPOSITS OTHER
THAN AS PAYMENT OF TAX.—A taxpayer may
make a cash deposit with the Secretary
which may be used by the Secretary to pay
any tax imposed under subtitle A or B or
chapter 41, 42, 43, or 44 which has not been
assessed at the time of the deposit. Such a
deposit shall be made in such manner as the
Secretary shall prescribe.

‘‘(b) NO INTEREST IMPOSED.—To the extent
that such deposit is used by the Secretary to
pay tax, for purposes of section 6601 (relating
to interest on underpayments), the tax shall
be treated as paid when the deposit is made.

‘‘(c) RETURN OF DEPOSIT.—Except in a case
where the Secretary determines that collec-
tion of tax is in jeopardy, the Secretary shall
return to the taxpayer any amount of the de-
posit (to the extent not used for a payment
of tax) which the taxpayer requests in writ-
ing.

‘‘(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section

6611 (relating to interest on overpayments), a
deposit which is returned to a taxpayer shall
be treated as a payment of tax for any period
to the extent (and only to the extent) attrib-
utable to a disputable tax for such period.
Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, rules similar to the rules of section
6611(b)(2) shall apply.

‘‘(2) DISPUTABLE TAX.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘disputable tax’ means the
amount of tax specified at the time of the de-
posit as the taxpayer’s reasonable estimate
of the maximum amount of any tax attrib-
utable to disputable items.

‘‘(B) SAFE HARBOR BASED ON 30-DAY LET-
TER.—In the case of a taxpayer who has been
issued a 30-day letter, the maximum amount
of tax under subparagraph (A) shall not be
less than the amount of the proposed defi-
ciency specified in such letter.

‘‘(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
paragraph (2)—

‘‘(A) DISPUTABLE ITEM.—The term ‘disput-
able item’ means any item of income, gain,
loss, deduction, or credit if the taxpayer—

‘‘(i) has a reasonable basis for its treat-
ment of such item, and

‘‘(ii) reasonably believes that the Sec-
retary also has a reasonable basis for dis-
allowing the taxpayer’s treatment of such
item.

‘‘(B) 30-DAY LETTER.—The term ‘30-day let-
ter’ means the first letter of proposed defi-
ciency which allows the taxpayer an oppor-
tunity for administrative review in the In-
ternal Revenue Service Office of Appeals.

‘‘(4) RATE OF INTEREST.—The rate of inter-
est allowable under this subsection shall be
the Federal short-term rate determined
under section 6621(b), compounded daily.

‘‘(e) USE OF DEPOSITS.—
‘‘(1) PAYMENT OF TAX.—Except as otherwise

provided by the taxpayer, deposits shall be
treated as used for the payment of tax in the
order deposited.

‘‘(B) RETURNS OF DEPOSITS.—Deposits shall
be treated as returned to the taxpayer on a
last-in, first-out basis.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subchapter A of chapter 67 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:

‘‘Sec. 6603. Deposits made to suspend running
of interest on potential under-
payments, etc.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to deposits made
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) COORDINATION WITH DEPOSITS MADE
UNDER REVENUE PROCEDURE 84–58.—In the case
of an amount held by the Secretary of the
Treasury or his delegate on the date of the
enactment of this Act as a deposit in the na-
ture of a cash bond deposit pursuant to Rev-
enue Procedure 84–58, the date that the tax-
payer identifies such amount as a deposit
made pursuant to section 6603 of the Internal
Revenue Code (as added by this Act) shall be
treated as the date such amount is deposited
for purposes of such section 6603.
SEC. 215. EXPANSION OF INTEREST NETTING FOR

INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
6621 (relating to elimination of interest on
overlapping periods of tax overpayments and
underpayments) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘Solely for purposes of the
preceding sentence, section 6611(e) shall not
apply in the case of an individual.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to inter-
est accrued after December 31, 2002.
SEC. 216. WAIVER OF CERTAIN PENALTIES FOR

FIRST-TIME UNINTENTIONAL MINOR
ERRORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6651 (relating to
failure to file tax return or to pay tax) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(i) TREATMENT OF FIRST-TIME UNINTEN-
TIONAL MINOR ERRORS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a return of
tax imposed by subtitle A filed by an indi-
vidual, the Secretary may waive an addition
to tax under subsection (a) if—

‘‘(A) the individual has a history of compli-
ance with the requirements of this title,

‘‘(B) it is shown that the failure is due to
an unintentional minor error,

‘‘(C) the penalty would be grossly dis-
proportionate to the action or expense that
would have been needed to avoid the error,
and imposing the penalty would be against
equity and good conscience,

‘‘(D) waiving the penalty would promote
compliance with the requirements of this
title and effective tax administration, and

‘‘(E) the taxpayer took all reasonable steps
to remedy the error promptly after discov-
ering it.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply if—

‘‘(A) the Secretary has waived any addition
to tax under this subsection with respect to
any prior failure by such individual,

‘‘(B) the failure is a mathematical or cler-
ical error (as defined in section 6213(g)(2)), or

‘‘(C) the failure is the lack of a required
signature.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect on
January 1, 2003.
SEC. 217. FRIVOLOUS TAX SUBMISSIONS.

(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 6702 is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 6702. FRIVOLOUS TAX SUBMISSIONS.

‘‘(a) CIVIL PENALTY FOR FRIVOLOUS TAX RE-
TURNS.—A person shall pay a penalty of
$5,000 if—

‘‘(1) such person files what purports to be a
return of a tax imposed by this title but
which—

‘‘(A) does not contain information on
which the substantial correctness of the self-
assessment may be judged, or

‘‘(B) contains information that on its face
indicates that the self-assessment is substan-
tially incorrect; and

‘‘(2) the conduct referred to in paragraph
(1)—
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‘‘(A) is based on a position which the Sec-

retary has identified as frivolous under sub-
section (c), or

‘‘(B) reflects a desire to delay or impede
the administration of Federal tax laws.

‘‘(b) CIVIL PENALTY FOR SPECIFIED FRIVO-
LOUS SUBMISSIONS.—

‘‘(1) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—Except as
provided in paragraph (3), any person who
submits a specified frivolous submission
shall pay a penalty of $5,000.

‘‘(2) SPECIFIED FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSION.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) SPECIFIED FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSION.—
The term ‘specified frivolous submission’
means a specified submission if any portion
of such submission—

‘‘(i) is based on a position which the Sec-
retary has identified as frivolous under sub-
section (c), or

‘‘(ii) reflects a desire to delay or impede
the administration of Federal tax laws.

‘‘(B) SPECIFIED SUBMISSION.—The term
‘specified submission’ means—

‘‘(i) a request for a hearing under—
‘‘(I) section 6320 (relating to notice and op-

portunity for hearing upon filing of notice of
lien), or

‘‘(II) section 6330 (relating to notice and
opportunity for hearing before levy), and

‘‘(ii) an application under—
‘‘(I) section 7811 (relating to taxpayer as-

sistance orders),
‘‘(II) section 6159 (relating to agreements

for payment of tax liability in installments),
or

‘‘(III) section 7122 (relating to com-
promises).

‘‘(3) OPPORTUNITY TO WITHDRAW SUBMIS-
SION.—If the Secretary provides a person
with notice that a submission is a specified
frivolous submission and such person with-
draws such submission promptly after such
notice, the penalty imposed under paragraph
(1) shall not apply with respect to such sub-
mission.

‘‘(c) LISTING OF FRIVOLOUS POSITIONS.—The
Secretary shall prescribe (and periodically
revise) a list of positions which the Sec-
retary has identified as being frivolous for
purposes of this subsection. The Secretary
shall not include in such list any position
that the Secretary determines meets the re-
quirement of section 6662(d)(2)(B)(ii)(II).

‘‘(d) REDUCTION OF PENALTY.—The Sec-
retary may reduce the amount of any pen-
alty imposed under this section if the Sec-
retary determines that such reduction would
promote compliance with and administra-
tion of the Federal tax laws.

‘‘(e) PENALTIES IN ADDITION TO OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—The penalties imposed by this sec-
tion shall be in addition to any other penalty
provided by law.’’.

(b) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS
FOR HEARINGS BEFORE LEVY.—

(1) FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS DISREGARDED.—
Section 6330 (relating to notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing before levy) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS FOR HEARING,
ETC.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, if the Secretary determines
that any portion of a request for a hearing
under this section or section 6320 meets the
requirement of clause (i) or (ii) of section
6702(b)(2)(A), then the Secretary may treat
such portion as if it were never submitted
and such portion shall not be subject to any
further administrative or judicial review.’’.

(2) PRECLUSION FROM RAISING FRIVOLOUS
ISSUES AT HEARING.—Section 6330(c)(4) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(A)’’ and inserting
‘‘(A)(i)’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘(ii)’’;
(C) by striking the period at the end of the

first sentence and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (A)(ii)
(as so redesignated) the following:

‘‘(B) the issue meets the requirement of
clause (i) or (ii) of section 6702(b)(2)(A).’’.

(3) STATEMENT OF GROUNDS.—Section
6330(b)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘under sub-
section (a)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘in writing
under subsection (a)(3)(B) and states the
grounds for the requested hearing’’.

(c) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS
FOR HEARINGS UPON FILING OF NOTICE OF
LIEN.—Section 6320 is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘under
subsection (a)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘in writ-
ing under subsection (a)(3)(B) and states the
grounds for the requested hearing’’, and

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘and (e)’’
and inserting ‘‘(e), and (g)’’.

(d) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS APPLICATIONS
FOR OFFERS-IN-COMPROMISE AND INSTALL-
MENT AGREEMENTS.—Section 7122 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSIONS, ETC.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, if the Secretary determines that any
portion of an application for an offer-in-com-
promise or installment agreement submitted
under this section or section 6159 meets the
requirement of clause (i) or (ii) of section
6702(b)(2)(A), then the Secretary may treat
such portion as if it were never submitted
and such portion shall not be subject to any
further administrative or judicial review.’’.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part I of subchapter B of chapter
68 is amended by striking the item relating
to section 6702 and inserting the following
new item:

‘‘Sec. 6702. Frivolous tax submissions.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to submis-
sions made and issues raised after the date
on which the Secretary first prescribes a list
under section 6702(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as amended by subsection (a).
SEC. 218. CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION OF

FEDERAL TAX DEPOSIT PENALTY.
Nothing in section 6656 of the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 shall be construed to per-
mit the percentage specified in subsection
(b)(1)(A)(iii) thereof to apply other than in a
case where the failure is for more than 15
days.
Subtitle B—Fairness of Collection Procedures
SEC. 221. PARTIAL PAYMENT OF TAX LIABILITY

IN INSTALLMENT AGREEMENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) Section 6159(a) (relating to authoriza-

tion of agreements) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘satisfy liability for pay-

ment of’’ and inserting ‘‘make payment on’’,
and

(B) by inserting ‘‘full or partial’’ after ‘‘fa-
cilitate’’.

(2) Section 6159(c) (relating to Secretary
required to enter into installment agree-
ments in certain cases) is amended in the
matter preceding paragraph (1) by inserting
‘‘full’’ before ‘‘payment’’.

(b) REQUIREMENT TO REVIEW PARTIAL PAY-
MENT AGREEMENTS EVERY TWO YEARS.—Sec-
tion 6159 is amended by redesignating sub-
sections (d) and (e) as subsections (e) and (f),
respectively, and inserting after subsection
(c) the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) SECRETARY REQUIRED TO REVIEW IN-
STALLMENT AGREEMENTS FOR PARTIAL COL-
LECTION EVERY TWO YEARS.—In the case of
an agreement entered into by the Secretary
under subsection (a) for partial collection of
a tax liability, the Secretary shall review
the agreement at least once every 2 years.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to agree-
ments entered into on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 222. EXTENSION OF TIME FOR RETURN OF
PROPERTY.

(a) EXTENSION OF TIME FOR RETURN OF
PROPERTY SUBJECT TO LEVY.—Subsection (b)
of section 6343 (relating to return of prop-
erty) is amended by striking ‘‘9 months’’ and
inserting ‘‘2 years’’.

(b) PERIOD OF LIMITATION ON SUITS.—Sub-
section (c) of section 6532 (relating to suits
by persons other than taxpayers) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘9 months’’
and inserting ‘‘2 years’’, and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘9-month’’
and inserting ‘‘2-year’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to—

(1) levies made after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and

(2) levies made on or before such date if the
9-month period has not expired under section
6343(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(without regard to this section) as of such
date.
SEC. 223. INDIVIDUALS HELD HARMLESS ON

WRONGFUL LEVY, ETC. ON INDI-
VIDUAL RETIREMENT PLAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6343 (relating to
authority to release levy and return prop-
erty) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(f) INDIVIDUALS HELD HARMLESS ON
WRONGFUL LEVY, ETC. ON INDIVIDUAL RETIRE-
MENT PLAN.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that an individual retirement plan has
been levied upon in a case to which sub-
section (b) or (d)(2)(A) applies, an amount
equal to the sum of—

‘‘(A) the amount of money returned by the
Secretary on account of such levy, and

‘‘(B) interest paid under subsection (c) on
such amount of money,
may be deposited into an individual retire-
ment plan (other than an endowment con-
tract) to which a rollover from the plan lev-
ied upon is permitted.

‘‘(2) TREATMENT AS ROLLOVER.—The dis-
tribution on account of the levy and any de-
posit under paragraph (1) with respect to
such distribution shall be treated for pur-
poses of this title as if such distribution and
deposit were part of a rollover described in
section 408(d)(3)(A)(i); except that—

‘‘(A) interest paid under subsection (c)
shall be treated as part of such distribution
and as not includible in gross income,

‘‘(B) the 60-day requirement in such sec-
tion shall be treated as met if the deposit is
made not later than the 60th day after the
day on which the individual receives an
amount under paragraph (1) from the Sec-
retary, and

‘‘(C) such deposit shall not be taken into
account under section 408(d)(3)(B).

‘‘(3) REFUND, ETC., OF INCOME TAX ON
LEVY.—If any amount is includible in gross
income for a taxable year by reason of a levy
referred to in paragraph (1) and any portion
of such amount is treated as a rollover under
paragraph (2), any tax imposed by chapter 1
on such portion shall not be assessed, and if
assessed shall be abated, and if collected
shall be credited or refunded as an overpay-
ment made on the due date for filing the re-
turn of tax for such taxable year.

‘‘(4) INTEREST.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (d), interest shall be allowed under
subsection (c) in a case in which the Sec-
retary makes a determination described in
subsection (d)(2)(A) with respect to a levy
upon an individual retirement plan.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid under subsections (b), (c), and (d)(2)(A)
of section 6343 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 after December 31, 2002.
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SEC. 224. SEVEN-DAY THRESHOLD ON TOLLING

OF STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS DUR-
ING TAX REVIEW.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7811(d)(1) (relat-
ing to suspension of running of period of lim-
itation) is amended by inserting after ‘‘appli-
cation,’’ the following: ‘‘but only if the date
of such decision is at least 7 days after the
date of the taxpayer’s application’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to applica-
tions filed after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 225. STUDY OF LIENS AND LEVIES.

The Secretary of the Treasury, or the Sec-
retary’s delegate, shall conduct a study of
the practices of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice concerning liens and levies. The study
shall examine—

(1) the declining use of liens and levies by
the Internal Revenue Service, and

(2) the practicality of recording liens and
levying against property in cases in which
the cost of such actions exceeds the amount
to be realized from such property.

Not later than 1 year after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
submit such study to the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the
Senate.

Subtitle C—Efficiency of Tax Administration
SEC. 231. REVISIONS RELATING TO TERMINATION

OF EMPLOYMENT OF INTERNAL
REVENUE SERVICE EMPLOYEES FOR
MISCONDUCT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter
80 (relating to application of internal rev-
enue laws) is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 7804 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 7804A. DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS FOR MIS-

CONDUCT.

‘‘(a) DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (c),

the Commissioner shall take an action in ac-
cordance with the guidelines established
under paragraph (2) against any employee of
the Internal Revenue Service if there is a
final administrative or judicial determina-
tion that such employee committed any act
or omission described under subsection (b) in
the performance of the employee’s official
duties or where a nexus to the employee’s
position exists.

‘‘(2) GUIDELINES.—The Commissioner shall
issue guidelines for determining the appro-
priate level of discipline, up to and including
termination of employment, for committing
any act or omission described under sub-
section (b).

‘‘(b) ACTS OR OMISSIONS.—The acts or omis-
sions described under this subsection are—

‘‘(1) willful failure to obtain the required
approval signatures on documents author-
izing the seizure of a taxpayer’s home, per-
sonal belongings, or business assets;

‘‘(2) willfully providing a false statement
under oath with respect to a material matter
involving a taxpayer or taxpayer representa-
tive;

‘‘(3) with respect to a taxpayer or taxpayer
representative, the willful violation of—

‘‘(A) any right under the Constitution of
the United States;

‘‘(B) any civil right established under—
‘‘(i) title VI or VII of the Civil Rights Act

of 1964;
‘‘(ii) title IX of the Education Amendments

of 1972;
‘‘(iii) the Age Discrimination in Employ-

ment Act of 1967;
‘‘(iv) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975;
‘‘(v) section 501 or 504 of the Rehabilitation

Act of 1973; or
‘‘(vi) title I of the Americans with Disabil-

ities Act of 1990; or

‘‘(C) the Internal Revenue Service policy
on unauthorized inspection of returns or re-
turn information;

‘‘(4) willfully falsifying or destroying docu-
ments to conceal mistakes made by any em-
ployee with respect to a matter involving a
taxpayer or taxpayer representative;

‘‘(5) assault or battery on a taxpayer or
taxpayer representative, but only if there is
a criminal conviction, or a final adverse
judgment by a court in a civil case, with re-
spect to the assault or battery;

‘‘(6) willful violations of this title, Depart-
ment of the Treasury regulations, or policies
of the Internal Revenue Service (including
the Internal Revenue Manual) for the pur-
pose of retaliating against, or harassing, a
taxpayer or taxpayer representative;

‘‘(7) willful misuse of the provisions of sec-
tion 6103 for the purpose of concealing infor-
mation from a congressional inquiry;

‘‘(8) willful failure to file any return of tax
required under this title on or before the
date prescribed therefor (including any ex-
tensions) when a tax is due and owing, unless
such failure is due to reasonable cause and
not due to willful neglect;

‘‘(9) willful understatement of Federal tax
liability, unless such understatement is due
to reasonable cause and not due to willful
neglect; and

‘‘(10) threatening to audit a taxpayer, or to
take other action under this title, for the
purpose of extracting personal gain or ben-
efit.

‘‘(c) DETERMINATIONS OF COMMISSIONER.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner may

take a personnel action other than a discipli-
nary action provided for in the guidelines
under subsection (a)(2) for an act or omission
described under subsection (b).

‘‘(2) DISCRETION.—The exercise of authority
under paragraph (1) shall be at the sole dis-
cretion of the Commissioner and may not be
delegated to any other officer. The Commis-
sioner, in his sole discretion, may establish a
procedure to determine if an individual
should be referred to the Commissioner for a
determination by the Commissioner under
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) NO APPEAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any determination of
the Commissioner under this subsection may
not be reviewed in any administrative or ju-
dicial proceeding. A finding that an act or
omission described under subsection (b) oc-
curred may be reviewed.

‘‘(d) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of the
provisions described in clauses (i), (ii), and
(iv) of subsection (b)(3)(B), references to a
program or activity regarding Federal finan-
cial assistance or an education program or
activity receiving Federal financial assist-
ance shall include any program or activity
conducted by the Internal Revenue Service
for a taxpayer.

‘‘(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Commissioner
shall submit to Congress annually a report
on disciplinary actions under this section.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 80 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 7804 the
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 7804A. Disciplinary actions for mis-
conduct.’’.

(c) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED SECTION.—Sec-
tion 1203 of the Internal Revenue Service Re-
structuring and Reform Act of 1998 (Public
Law 105–206; 112 Stat. 720) is repealed.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 232. CONFIRMATION OF AUTHORITY OF TAX

COURT TO APPLY DOCTRINE OF EQ-
UITABLE RECOUPMENT.

(a) CONFIRMATION OF AUTHORITY OF TAX
COURT TO APPLY DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE

RECOUPMENT.—Subsection (b) of section 6214
(relating to jurisdiction over other years and
quarters) is amended by adding at the end
the following new sentence: ‘‘Notwith-
standing the preceding sentence, the Tax
Court may apply the doctrine of equitable
recoupment to the same extent that it is
available in civil tax cases before the district
courts of the United States and the United
States Court of Federal Claims.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to any ac-
tion or proceeding in the Tax Court with re-
spect to which a decision has not become
final (as determined under section 7481 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986) as of the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 233. JURISDICTION OF TAX COURT OVER

COLLECTION DUE PROCESS CASES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6330(d)(1) (relat-

ing to judicial review of determination) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) JUDICIAL REVIEW OF DETERMINATION.—
The person may, within 30 days of a deter-
mination under this section, appeal such de-
termination to the Tax Court (and the Tax
Court shall have jurisdiction with respect to
such matter).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to judi-
cial appeals filed after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 234. OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL REVIEW OF

OFFERS IN COMPROMISE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7122(b) (relating

to record) is amended by striking ‘‘Whenever
a compromise’’ and all that follows through
‘‘his delegate’’ and inserting ‘‘If the Sec-
retary determines that an opinion of the
General Counsel for the Department of the
Treasury, or the Counsel’s delegate, is re-
quired with respect to a compromise, there
shall be placed on file in the office of the
Secretary such opinion’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
7122(b) is amended by striking the second and
third sentences.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to offers-in-
compromise submitted or pending on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 235. 15-DAY DELAY IN DUE DATE FOR ELEC-

TRONICALLY FILED INDIVIDUAL IN-
COME TAX RETURNS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6072 (relating to
time for filing income tax returns) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(f) ELECTRONICALLY FILED RETURNS OF IN-
DIVIDUALS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Returns of an individual
under section 6012 or 6013 (other than an indi-
vidual to whom subsection (c) applies) which
are filed electronically—

‘‘(A) in the case of returns filed on the
basis of a calendar year, shall be filed on or
before the 30th day of April following the
close of the calendar year, and

‘‘(B) in the case of returns filed on the
basis of a fiscal year, shall be filed on or be-
fore the last day of the 4th month following
the close of the fiscal year.

‘‘(2) ELECTRONIC FILING.—Paragraph (1)
shall not apply to any return unless—

‘‘(A) such return is accepted by the Sec-
retary, and

‘‘(B) the balance due (if any) shown on such
return is paid electronically in a manner pre-
scribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) ESTIMATED TAX.—If—
‘‘(i) paragraph (1) applies to an individual

for any taxable year, and
‘‘(ii) there is an overpayment of tax shown

on the return for such year which the indi-
vidual allows against the individual’s obliga-
tion under section 6641,
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then, with respect to the amount so allowed,
any reference in section 6641 to the April 15
following such taxable year shall be treated
as a reference to April 30.

‘‘(B) REFERENCES TO DUE DATE.—Paragraph
(1) shall apply solely for purposes of deter-
mining the due date for the individual’s obli-
gation to file and pay tax and, except as oth-
erwise provided by the Secretary, shall be
treated as an extension of the due date for
any other purpose under this title.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.

Subtitle D—Confidentiality and Disclosure
SEC. 241. COLLECTION ACTIVITIES WITH RE-

SPECT TO JOINT RETURN
DISCLOSABLE TO EITHER SPOUSE
BASED ON ORAL REQUEST.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section
6103(e) (relating to disclosure of collection
activities with respect to joint return) is
amended by striking ‘‘in writing’’ the first
place it appears.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to requests
made after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 242. TAXPAYER REPRESENTATIVES NOT

SUBJECT TO EXAMINATION ON SOLE
BASIS OF REPRESENTATION OF TAX-
PAYERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section
6103 (relating to disclosure to certain Federal
officers and employees for purposes of tax
administration, etc.) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(7) TAXPAYER REPRESENTATIVES.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), the return of the
representative of a taxpayer whose return is
being examined by an officer or employee of
the Department of the Treasury shall not be
open to inspection by such officer or em-
ployee on the sole basis of the representa-
tive’s relationship to the taxpayer unless a
supervisor of such officer or employee has
approved the inspection of the return of such
representative on a basis other than by rea-
son of such relationship.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 243. DISCLOSURE IN JUDICIAL OR ADMINIS-

TRATIVE TAX PROCEEDINGS OF RE-
TURN AND RETURN INFORMATION
OF PERSONS WHO ARE NOT PARTY
TO SUCH PROCEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section
6103(h) (relating to disclosure to certain Fed-
eral officers and employees for purposes of
tax administration, etc.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(B) DISCLOSURE IN JUDICIAL OR ADMINIS-
TRATIVE TAX PROCEEDINGS OF RETURN AND RE-
TURN INFORMATION OF PERSONS NOT PARTY TO
SUCH PROCEEDINGS.—

‘‘(i) NOTICE.—Return or return information
of any person who is not a party to a judicial
or administrative proceeding described in
this paragraph shall not be disclosed under
clause (ii) or (iii) of subparagraph (A) until
after the Secretary makes a reasonable ef-
fort to give notice to such person and an op-
portunity for such person to request the de-
letion of matter from such return or return
information, including any of the items re-
ferred to in paragraphs (1) through (7) of sec-
tion 6110(c). Such notice shall include a
statement of the issue or issues the resolu-
tion of which is the reason such return or re-
turn information is sought. In the case of S
corporations, partnerships, estates, and
trusts, such notice shall be made at the enti-
ty level.

‘‘(ii) DISCLOSURE LIMITED TO PERTINENT
PORTION.—The only portion of a return or re-
turn information described in clause (i)

which may be disclosed under subparagraph
(A) is that portion of such return or return
information that directly relates to the reso-
lution of an issue in such proceeding.

‘‘(iii) EXCEPTIONS.—Clause (i) shall not
apply—

‘‘(I) to any civil action under section 7407,
7408, or 7409,

‘‘(II) to any ex parte proceeding for obtain-
ing a search warrant, order for entry on
premises or safe deposit boxes, or similar ex
parte proceeding,

‘‘(III) to disclosure of third party return in-
formation by indictment or criminal infor-
mation, or

‘‘(IV) if the Attorney General or the Attor-
ney General’s delegate determines that the
application of such clause would seriously
impair a criminal tax investigation or pro-
ceeding.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Paragraph
(4) of section 6103(h) is amended by—

(1) by striking ‘‘PROCEEDINGS.—A return’’
and inserting ‘‘PROCEEDINGS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), a return’’;

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B),
(C), and (D) as clauses (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv),
respectively; and

(3) in the matter following clause (iv) (as
so redesignated), by striking ‘‘subparagraph
(A), (B), or (C)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i), (ii),
or (iii)’’ and by moving such matter 2 ems to
the right.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to pro-
ceedings commenced after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.
SEC. 244. PROHIBITION OF DISCLOSURE OF TAX-

PAYER IDENTIFICATION INFORMA-
TION WITH RESPECT TO DISCLO-
SURE OF ACCEPTED OFFERS-IN-
COMPROMISE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
6103(k) (relating to disclosure of certain re-
turns and return information for tax admin-
istrative purposes) is amended by inserting
‘‘(other than the taxpayer’s address and
TIN)’’ after ‘‘Return information’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to disclo-
sures made after the date of the enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 245. COMPLIANCE BY CONTRACTORS WITH

CONFIDENTIALITY SAFEGUARDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6103(p) (relating

to State law requirements) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(9) DISCLOSURE TO CONTRACTORS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, no return or return information shall
be disclosed by any officer or employee of
any Federal agency or State to any con-
tractor of such agency or State unless such
agency or State—

‘‘(A) has requirements in effect which re-
quire each contractor of such agency or
State which would have access to returns or
return information to provide safeguards
(within the meaning of paragraph (4)) to pro-
tect the confidentiality of such returns or re-
turn information,

‘‘(B) agrees to conduct an annual, on-site
review (mid-point review in the case of con-
tracts of less than 1 year in duration) of each
contractor to determine compliance with
such requirements,

‘‘(C) submits the findings of the most re-
cent review conducted under subparagraph
(B) to the Secretary as part of the report re-
quired by paragraph (4)(E), and

‘‘(D) certifies to the Secretary for the most
recent annual period that all contractors are
in compliance with all such requirements.

The certification required by subparagraph
(D) shall include the name and address of
each contractor, a description of the con-

tract of the contractor with the Federal
agency or State, and the duration of such
contract.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 6103(p)(8) is amended by
inserting ‘‘or paragraph (9)’’ after ‘‘subpara-
graph (A)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to disclosures made
after December 31, 2002.

(2) CERTIFICATIONS.—The first certification
under section 6103(p)(9)(D) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, as added by subsection
(a), shall be made with respect to calendar
year 2003.
SEC. 246. HIGHER STANDARDS FOR REQUESTS

FOR AND CONSENTS TO DISCLO-
SURE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
6103 (relating to disclosure of returns and re-
turn information to designee of taxpayer) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraphs:

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR VALID REQUESTS
AND CONSENTS.—A request for or consent to
disclosure under paragraph (1) shall only be
valid for purposes of this section or sections
7213, 7213A, or 7431 if—

‘‘(A) at the time of execution, such request
or consent designates a recipient of such dis-
closure and is dated, and

‘‘(B) at the time such request or consent is
submitted to the Secretary, the submitter of
such request or consent certifies, under pen-
alty of perjury, that such request or consent
complied with subparagraph (A).

‘‘(3) RESTRICTIONS ON PERSONS OBTAINING
INFORMATION.—Any person shall, as a condi-
tion for receiving return or return informa-
tion under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) ensure that such return and return in-
formation is kept confidential,

‘‘(B) use such return and return informa-
tion only for the purpose for which it was re-
quested, and

‘‘(C) not disclose such return and return in-
formation except to accomplish the purpose
for which it was requested, unless a separate
consent from the taxpayer is obtained.

‘‘(4) REQUIREMENTS FOR FORM PRESCRIBED
BY SECRETARY.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the Secretary shall prescribe a form
for requests and consents which shall—

‘‘(A) contain a warning, prominently dis-
played, informing the taxpayer that the form
should not be signed unless it is completed,

‘‘(B) state that if the taxpayer believes
there is an attempt to coerce him to sign an
incomplete or blank form, the taxpayer
should report the matter to the Treasury In-
spector General for Tax Administration, and

‘‘(C) contain the address and telephone
number of the Treasury Inspector General
for Tax Administration.’’.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Ad-
ministration shall submit a report to the
Congress on compliance with the designation
and certification requirements applicable to
requests for or consent to disclosure of re-
turns and return information under section
6103(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986,
as amended by subsection (a). Such report
shall—

(1) evaluate (on the basis of random sam-
pling) whether—

(A) the amendment made by subsection (a)
is achieving the purposes of this section;

(B) requesters and submitters for such dis-
closure are continuing to evade the purposes
of this section and, if so, how; and

(C) the sanctions for violations of such re-
quirements are adequate; and

(2) include such recommendations that the
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Adminis-
tration considers necessary or appropriate to
better achieve the purposes of this section.
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(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

6103(c) is amended by striking ‘‘TAXPAYER.—
The Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘TAXPAYER.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’.
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to requests
and consents made after 3 months after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 247. NOTICE TO TAXPAYER CONCERNING

ADMINISTRATIVE DETERMINATION
OF BROWSING; ANNUAL REPORT.

(a) NOTICE TO TAXPAYER.—Subsection (e) of
section 7431 (relating to notification of un-
lawful inspection and disclosure) is amended
by adding at the end the following: ‘‘The
Secretary shall also notify such taxpayer if
the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Ad-
ministration determines that such tax-
payer’s return or return information was in-
spected or disclosed in violation of any of the
provisions specified in paragraph (1), (2), or
(3).’’.

(b) REPORTS.—Subsection (p) of section 6103
(relating to procedure and recordkeeping), as
amended by section 245, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(10) REPORT ON UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE
AND INSPECTION.—As part of the report re-
quired by paragraph (3)(C) for each calendar
year, the Secretary shall furnish information
regarding the unauthorized disclosure and
inspection of returns and return informa-
tion, including the number, status, and re-
sults of—

‘‘(A) administrative investigations,
‘‘(B) civil lawsuits brought under section

7431 (including the amounts for which such
lawsuits were settled and the amounts of
damages awarded), and

‘‘(C) criminal prosecutions.’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) NOTICE.—The amendment made by sub-

section (a) shall apply to determinations
made after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(2) REPORTS.—The amendment made by
subsection (b) shall apply to calendar years
ending after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 248. EXPANDED DISCLOSURE IN EMER-

GENCY CIRCUMSTANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6103(i)(3)(B) (re-
lating to danger of death or physical injury)
is amended by striking ‘‘or State’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, State, or local’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 249. DISCLOSURE OF TAXPAYER IDENTITY

FOR TAX REFUND PURPOSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
6103(m) (relating to disclosure of taxpayer
identity information) is amended by striking
‘‘and other media’’ and by inserting ‘‘, other
media, and through any other means of mass
communication,’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous
SEC. 251. CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF

CHURCH TAX INQUIRY.

Subsection (i) of section 7611 (relating to
section not to apply to criminal investiga-
tions, etc.) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end of paragraph (4), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of paragraph (5) and inserting
‘‘, or’’, and by inserting after paragraph (5)
the following:

‘‘(6) information provided by the Secretary
related to the standards for exemption from
tax under this title and the requirements
under this title relating to unrelated busi-
ness taxable income.’’.

SEC. 252. EXPANSION OF DECLARATORY JUDG-
MENT REMEDY TO TAX-EXEMPT OR-
GANIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
7428(a) (relating to creation of remedy) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B) by inserting after
‘‘509(a))’’ the following: ‘‘or as a private oper-
ating foundation (as defined in section
4942(j)(3))’’; and

(2) by amending subparagraph (C) to read
as follows:

‘‘(C) with respect to the initial qualifica-
tion or continuing qualification of an organi-
zation as an organization described in sec-
tion 501(c) (other than paragraph (3)) which
is exempt from tax under section 501(a), or’’.

(b) COURT JURISDICTION.—Subsection (a) of
section 7428 is amended in the material fol-
lowing paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘United
States Tax Court, the United States Claims
Court, or the district court of the United
States for the District of Columbia’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘United States Tax
Court (in the case of any such determination
or failure) or the United States Claims Court
or the district court of the United States for
the District of Columbia (in the case of a de-
termination or failure with respect to an
issue referred to in subparagraph (A) or (B)
of paragraph (1)),’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to pleadings
filed with respect to determinations (or re-
quests for determinations) made after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 253. EMPLOYEE MISCONDUCT REPORT TO

INCLUDE SUMMARY OF COMPLAINTS
BY CATEGORY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (ii) of section
7803(d)(2)(A) is amended by inserting before
the semicolon at the end the following: ‘‘, in-
cluding a summary (by category) of the 10
most common complaints made and the
number of such common complaints’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to reporting periods ending after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 254. ANNUAL REPORT ON AWARDS OF COSTS

AND CERTAIN FEES IN ADMINISTRA-
TIVE AND COURT PROCEEDINGS.

Not later than 3 months after the close of
each Federal fiscal year after fiscal year
2001, the Treasury Inspector General for Tax
Administration shall submit a report to Con-
gress which specifies for such year—

(1) the number of payments made by the
United States pursuant to section 7430 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
awarding of costs and certain fees);

(2) the amount of each such payment;
(3) an analysis of any administrative issue

giving rise to such payments; and
(4) changes (if any) which will be imple-

mented as a result of such analysis and other
changes (if any) recommended by the Treas-
ury Inspector General for Tax Administra-
tion as a result of such analysis.
SEC. 255. ANNUAL REPORT ON ABATEMENT OF

PENALTIES.
Not later than 6 months after the close of

each Federal fiscal year after fiscal year
2001, the Treasury Inspector General for Tax
Administration shall submit a report to Con-
gress on abatements of penalties under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 during such
year, including information on the reasons
and criteria for such abatements.
SEC. 256. BETTER MEANS OF COMMUNICATING

WITH TAXPAYERS.
Not later than 18 months after the date of

the enactment of this Act, the Treasury In-
spector General for Tax Administration shall
submit a report to Congress evaluating
whether technological advances, such as e-
mail and facsimile transmission, permit the
use of alternative means for the Internal

Revenue Service to communicate with tax-
payers.
SEC. 257. EXPLANATION OF STATUTE OF LIMITA-

TIONS AND CONSEQUENCES OF
FAILURE TO FILE.

The Secretary of the Treasury or the Sec-
retary’s delegate shall, as soon as prac-
ticable but not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, revise the
statement required by section 6227 of the
Omnibus Taxpayer Bill of Rights (Internal
Revenue Service Publication No. 1), and any
instructions booklet accompanying a general
income tax return form for taxable years be-
ginning after 2001 (including forms 1040,
1040A, 1040EZ, and any similar or successor
forms relating thereto), to provide for an ex-
planation of—

(1) the limitations imposed by section 6511
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 on cred-
its and refunds; and

(2) the consequences under such section
6511 of the failure to file a return of tax.
SEC. 258. AMENDMENT TO TREASURY AUCTION

REFORMS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section

202(c)(4)(B) of the Government Securities Act
Amendments of 1993 (31 U.S.C. 3121 note) is
amended by inserting before the semicolon
‘‘(or, if earlier, at the time the Secretary re-
leases the minutes of the meeting in accord-
ance with paragraph (2))’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to meet-
ings held after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 259. ENROLLED AGENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 (relating to
miscellaneous provisions) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 7527. ENROLLED AGENTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary
to regulate the conduct of enrolled agents in
regards to their practice before the Internal
Revenue Service.

‘‘(b) USE OF CREDENTIALS.—Any enrolled
agents properly licensed to practice as re-
quired under rules promulgated under sec-
tion (a) herein shall be allowed to use the
credentials or designation as ‘enrolled
agent’, ‘EA’, or ‘E.A.’.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 77 is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 7525. Enrolled agents.’’.

(c) PRIOR REGULATIONS.—Nothing in the
amendments made by this section shall be
construed to have any effect on part 10 of
title 31, Code of Federal Regulations, or any
other Federal rule or regulation issued be-
fore the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 260. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE

FEES.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, the Financial Management Service may
charge the Internal Revenue Service, and the
Internal Revenue Service may pay the Fi-
nancial Management Service, a fee sufficient
to cover the full cost of implementing a con-
tinuous levy program under subsection (h) of
section 6331 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986. Any such fee shall be based on actual
levies made and shall be collected by the Fi-
nancial Management Service by the reten-
tion of a portion of amounts collected by
levy pursuant to that subsection. Amounts
received by the Financial Management Serv-
ice as fees under that subsection shall be de-
posited into the account of the Department
of the Treasury under section 3711(g)(7) of
title 31, United States Code, and shall be col-
lected and accounted for in accordance with
the provisions of that section. The amount
credited against the taxpayer’s liability on
account of the continuous levy shall be the
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amount levied, without reduction for the
amount paid to the Financial Management
Service as a fee.
SEC. 261. CAPITAL GAIN TREATMENT UNDER SEC-

TION 631(b) TO APPLY TO OUTRIGHT
SALES BY LAND OWNER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 631(b) (relating to disposal of timber
with a retained economic interest) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘retains an economic interest
in such timber’’ and inserting ‘‘either retains
an economic interest in such timber or
makes an outright sale of such timber’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The third
sentence of section 631(b) is amended by
striking ‘‘The date of disposal’’ and inserting
‘‘In the case of disposal of timber with a re-
tained economic interest, the date of dis-
posal’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to sales
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 262. ACCELERATION OF EFFECTIVE DATE

FOR EXPANSION OF ADOPTION TAX
CREDIT AND ADOPTION ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (g) of section
202 of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief
Reconciliation Act of 2001 is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.’’.

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Paragraph (3)
of section 411(c) of the Job Creation and
Worker Assistance Act of 2002 is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after December 31,
2001.’’.

Subtitle F—Low-Income Taxpayer Clinics
SEC. 271. LOW-INCOME TAXPAYER CLINICS.

(a) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—
Paragraph (1) of section 7526(c) (relating to
special rules and limitations) is amended by
striking ‘‘$6,000,000 per year’’ and inserting
‘‘$9,000,000 for 2002, $12,000,000 for 2003, and
$15,000,000 for each year thereafter’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF CLINICS FOR TAX
RETURN PREPARATION.—Subparagraph (A) of
section 7526(b)(1) is amended by adding at the
end the following flush language:
‘‘The term does not include a clinic that pro-
vides routine tax return preparation. The
preceding sentence shall not apply to return
preparation in connection with a con-
troversy with the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice.’’.

(c) PROMOTION OF CLINICS.—Section 7526(c)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(7) PROMOTION OF CLINICS.—The Secretary
is authorized to promote the benefits of and
encourage the use of low-income taxpayer
clinics through the use of mass communica-
tions, referrals, and other means.’’.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
make permanent the tax reductions enacted
by the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 and to protect tax-
payers and ensure accountability of the In-
ternal Revenue Service.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 390, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS).

b 1300
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
MCCRERY).

(Mr. MCCRERY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the motion and of making
permanent the tax cuts enacted last
year.

To me, the key consideration is ensuring the
level of federal revenue is sufficient to meet
the needs of the government without imposing
an unsupportable burden on the governed.

Over the last 40 years, federal government
revenues have averaged about 18.2 percent
of our gross domestic product. Some might
argue that this was too low to meet pressing
needs. Others believe it is so high as to stifle
economic growth. But the fact is that while
revenues fluctuated somewhat, they were usu-
ally within 1 percent of that 40-year average.
That has changed in the last 4 years, as fed-
eral revenues as a share of GDP rose to ex-
ceed 20 percent.

In January, the Congressional Budget Office
confirmed that even with the passage of the
2001 tax cuts, federal revenues will continue
to be close to 20 percent of GDP in every
year of the 10-year budget window.

That is contrary to claims that the phased-
in nature of the tax cut will starve Washington
of revenue in the second half of this decade.
The truth is that between 2006 and 2011, fed-
eral revenues as a share of GDP will actually
increase.

In fact, only three times between the end of
World War II and 2001, a span of more than
five decades, did federal revenues consume a
larger share of our national income than they
will in 2011. And those years were 1998,
1999, and 2000.

The real question is whether, over the long-
term, allowing the tax cuts to sunset will in-
crease federal revenues to an unsupportable
level.

A recent analysis by the General Accounting
Office found that if the tax cuts are made per-
manent and discretionary spending grows as
fast as the economy, federal revenues as a
share of GDP will remain just under 19 per-
cent for the next 50 years, still higher than his-
torical levels. If the sunset is allowed to occur,
the GAO concluded revenues will rise to 20.5
percent of national income every year through
the end of their 75-year forecast period.

Looking back 70 years—a period which in-
cludes the Great Depression, the New Deal,
World War II, the Korean War, the Great Soci-
ety, the Vietnam War, and the oil embargo of
the 1970s—federal revenues have never ex-
ceed 20.5 percent of GDP for 2 consecutive
years.

Mr. Speaker, I remain concerned about the
drag on our economy which results from hav-
ing taxpayers send almost one in every five
dollars of our national income to Washington.
We should certainly not allow the 2001 tax
cuts to sunset, thereby further driving up the
federal government’s take from the national in-
come to historically high and potentially
unsupportable levels.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this meas-
ure.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to engage
in a debate about whether or not the
tax bill that was enacted into law last
year does not end 10 years from now,

but, rather, is open-ended. We are
going to hear a series of statements
which, frankly, will become very baf-
fling to many people in this debate try-
ing to follow what it is that Members
of Congress are saying. I will try to
provide a firm set of measuring tools as
we get into this debate.

Number one, no matter how many
times it is going to be said that we are
invading, raiding, doing anything with
the Social Security trust fund, that
statement is not true.

We will hear a number of dollar
amounts thrown around. I guess $700
billion is a lot of money. I cannot com-
prehend it from a personal revenue
point of view. $1 trillion is a lot of
money. The economy is currently pro-
ducing at about $10 trillion a year. It is
very, very difficult for most people,
and I would say, frankly, for this Mem-
ber and most Members of Congress, to
really put those dollar amounts in
some kind of context, so let me give
you a little bit of a measurement as
you listen to this debate and as dollar
amounts are thrown around and the
dire consequences given of actually let-
ting the American people permanently
keep a little bit more of their own
money.

If you would take a look at what this
economy is going to produce over the
next 10 years by the best estimates and
call that $1,000, what we are talking
about doing here on a permanent basis
is about $2.30. Or, to put it in a yearly
basis, if every year of that 10-year
$1,000 economy is $100, we are talking
about this year’s discussion being 23
cents.

Now, you are going to hear that it
will reduce the Republic to rubble,
deny every senior their Social Security
check, deny Medicare, cause diaper
rash and every other problem under the
sun if, on the economy being $100, we
decide to utilize 23 cents to allow peo-
ple to make decisions on their own,
which, frankly from a philosophical
point of view is a good guideline be-
tween Democrats and Republicans, be-
cause we believe the best guarantee to
have a surplus 10 years from now is to
give people their own money, to allow
them to make decisions, to invest, to
grow, to be entrepreneurial, and we
will have a bigger pie in which more
revenue comes in.

Listen carefully to the Democrat
plan. They will say, ‘‘We think it is a
good idea to have a tax cut if and when
we think it is a good idea to have a tax
cut.’’ I think you will find those 10
years will come and go, and their belief
is hanging on to it here in Washington
guarantees a better economy. In other
words, they do not trust you.

We believe you should have more of
your own money back. They were will-
ing to do it because they were forced to
do it on a temporary basis, and in no
way do they want to make it perma-
nent. That is what this debate is all
about.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of smart

people in this world that cannot even
determine what the economy is going
to look like next week, so it is really
extraordinary that we have someone
that can give us a forecast of what it
looks like in the next 20 years.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI), an outstanding member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the ranking member of the Committee
on Ways and Means for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will not give
anybody a diaper rash. It has nothing
to do with diaper rashes and things of
that nature. What we saw was that in
January of 2001, we were projecting a
$5.6 trillion surplus. That surplus is al-
most all gone now because we passed a
tax cut of $1.3 trillion last year, and
now we are going to pass a $4 trillion
tax cut over the next 20 years. $5.5 tril-
lion in tax cuts.

What is interesting about this tax
cut, it will not give baby rashes, but
those people whose tax returns show an
average of $500,000 a year, let me repeat
that, $500,000 a year, will get 60 percent
of that $5.5 trillion surplus. To put it
another way, if your tax return shows
over $1 million a year, you are going to
get 40 percent of this $5.5 trillion tax
cut.

This is payroll tax money. The people
on the elevators, running the elevators,
waitresses in restaurants, this is their
money that they think is going into
the Social Security trust account, and
instead it is going to go to pay for tax
cuts for those earning $1 million a year
or $500,000 a year.

I have to say that in addition to that,
this is going to put a massive drain on
the Social Security trust fund. It will
not give baby rashes, but it is going to
do major damage to senior citizens
throughout the United States. $5.5 tril-
lion.

Forty million new Americans are
going to go on the Social Security sys-
tem in the next 20 years while this tax
cut is going through, and we are going
to see, if this tax cut goes through, $5.5
trillion, a 30 percent reduction, a 30
percent reduction in the average Amer-
ican Social Security benefits.

That is what this is really all about.
It is an issue, frankly, of values, what
this country stands for. We want to
make sure that we have clean air, we
want to make sure we have education
for our children, we want to make sure
that we give our senior citizens the life
they are entitled to in their retirement
age.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MATSUI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask some questions of the gen-
tleman, because he has made some
pretty bold statements out here.

Did not the Republican leadership
promise that they would not invade the
Social Security trust fund? Did they
not put this in a lock box? What is the
gentleman’s response to that?

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I would say to the gen-
tleman from New York that over the
last 4 years, we had seven votes that
the Republican leadership put to the
floor of the House saying we were not
going to invade the Social Security
trust accounts.

Mr. RANGEL. If the gentleman will
yield further, what did they do?

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, they have
raided the Social Security trust ac-
count. They are going to take $5.5 tril-
lion out if this tax cut goes through,
and it is going to have a 30 percent re-
duction in benefits for the average So-
cial Security recipient.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I repeat my statement:
There will be no trust fund monies
spent from Social Security.

To underscore that, it is my pleasure
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SHAW), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Social Secu-
rity.

Prior to that, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF), and that he be allowed to
control said time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I have a pre-
pared statement that I will make part
of the RECORD, and therefore I want to
direct my statements to really the in-
credible statement that I just heard on
the floor by the ranking member on
the Subcommittee on Social Security
and the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my
friends, no one is raiding the Social Se-
curity trust fund. By law you cannot.
The only thing in the trust fund is
Treasury Bills. Is anybody saying we
are taking Treasury Bills out of the
Social Security trust fund? Of course
not.

Let us get a basic knowledge here of
honesty and really look into how this
system works. The FICA taxes that are
paid, which, incidentally, are not being
cut, so I do not know where that argu-
ment came from, that came really out
of left field, goes into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. It goes out by way of
payment of benefits. What is not used
is a surplus, which then goes into the
general fund and is replaced with
Treasury Bills inside the trust fund.

Now, how in the world do you raid
the Social Security trust fund? By law
you cannot. You cannot and never

have. When the Democrats were spend-
ing all of the surplus and deficit spend-
ing, they did not go into the trust fund,
because you cannot. You cannot go
into the trust fund.

I also heard the incredible statement
made just a few moments ago that this
is going to lower benefits by 30 percent.
Do you know where that figure comes
from? If this Congress does nothing,
nothing, to reform the Social Security
system in this country by forward
funding it. That is what the Democrats
are talking about. They are not going
to have enough money beginning after
somewhere in about 25 or 30 years, and
they will be faced with a situation, the
country will be faced with a situation,
of not being able to maintain the
amount of benefits that we have.

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle
continue to mislead American workers and
seniors. They claim the Social Security trust
funds are being raided to pay for needed tax
relief—in spite of the facts.

Such myths are intended only to scare sen-
iors, use Social Security as a political jack-
hammer, and divert attention from the fact that
the Democratic leadership has no plan for
strengthening Social Security. They are not
acting responsibly.

Everybody here knows the Social Security
trust funds have no dollars to ‘‘raid.’’ Social
Security works the way it always has: surplus
payroll taxes are credited to the trust funds as
interest bearing Treasury bills—that’s the law.
It is legally impossible to use those Treasury
IOUs for anything else other than paying ben-
efits or administering the Social Security pro-
gram.

In the name of Social Security, Democrats
opposed to making the tax cuts permanent are
for tax hikes. Yet, saddling hard-working tax-
payers with higher taxes does nothing to stop
the enormous cash-flow deficits Social Secu-
rity faces due to the aging of our nation. If
nothing is done, Americans will soon face the
additional tax burden of supporting Social Se-
curity. While doing nothing appears to be the
Democrat solution, it certainly isn’t ours.

Moreover, the numbers just don’t add up.
The cost of Social Security’s annual cash-flow
deficits will continue to grow, well beyond
over-inflated cost estimates of extending tax
relief.

And everyone knows adding more govern-
ment IOUs to the trust fund doesn’t do a sin-
gle thing for Social Security. Because at the
end of the day, the Treasury still needs to find
the cash to pay those debts.

Making the tax cuts permanent will help the
economy grow by hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in the near future, making debt reduction
easier, sustaining productivity growth and im-
proving our ability to address the needs of the
retiring baby-boom. Letting the tax cuts expire,
on the other hand, will cause tax hikes on tax-
payers, dampen economic growth, and erode
retirement security. For example, a 35 year
old would set aside over $160,000 less in their
IRA at age 65 if the tax cut is not make per-
manent.

Rather than talking about how to pass the
buck onto future generations, let’s have a full
and honest debate about how to keep the
pledge both Republicans and Democrats
made last December. In a vote of 415–5 we
pledged to save Social Security without cutting
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benefits, without raising taxes, or ignoring the
special needs of women and minorities.

This debate should start with the Demo-
crats’ offering their plan to save Social Secu-
rity. Are they for massive, growing, and never-
ending general revenue transfers that still
leave an unsustainable program? Are they for
Uncle Sam sitting in the corporate boardrooms
of America by allowing government investing
of the trust funds or making millions of work-
ers pay more payroll taxes without giving them
credit toward their benefits, as called for by
Mr. DEFAZIO—who has my sincere respect for
committing his plan to legislation. Where are
his Democrat colleagues?

America’s seniors, workers, and their fami-
lies are counting on us to provide leadership
to strengthen Social Security. If we neglect
this duty, if we play political games using So-
cial Security as a pawn, it is our kids and
grandkids that will pay the price of our short-
sightedness.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, so our
side will be able to respond to that
question, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), the ranking member on the
Committee on the Budget, who has pro-
vided an outstanding service to the
Congress and the country.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the crit-
ical vote came first. It was the vote to
bypass the budget and do away with
the rules that have served us well for
the last 10 years. They moved the budg-
et out of deep deficit into big surpluses.
Now, with those rules out of the way,
this tax bill can work its will, which is
just what the gentleman said, it is to
raid Social Security.

If you do not believe me, look at the
President’s own budget. The Presi-
dent’s budget calls for $675 billion in
tax cuts on top of the $1.3 trillion
passed last June. Among other things,
it calls for this repeal of the sunset
provision. As a result, look at the
President’s own budget. It wipes out
what it is left of any surplus, it spends
the entire Medicare surplus, consumes
it completely, and spends two-thirds of
the Social Security surplus, by the
President’s own accounting.

Last month, when our Republican
colleagues in the House brought out
their budget resolution, it provided for
none of those tax cuts. Not any of
them. It did not make any mention of
repeal of the so-called sunset in last
year’s tax bill. Why was that? Because
they knew if they factored into their
budget these tax cuts, it would drive
the bottom line through the floor. It
would put the budget in deficit for as
far as the eye could see. They would be
spending virtually all of Social Secu-
rity, the Social Security surplus, and
all of the Medicare surplus.

Now, one month later, they bring up
a tax cut that they could not accom-
modate in their budget resolution, did
not want to put in the context of a
budget resolution, because that would
have shown what it did to Social Secu-
rity, what it did to Medicare. They

bring it up ad hoc, all by itself, a bla-
tant violation of the budget process
rules.

Consider this: Last year, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury told us that we
would not need to raise the ceiling on
the amount of national debt we can
incur for at least 8 years. That was his
testimony. Yesterday the Secretary of
the Treasury sent us his third letter
saying that the ceiling on the national
debt needs to be raised, and raised now,
by $750 billion. Why is that? Because
we are spending the Social Security
trust account, we are spending the
Medicare trust account, and not using
them to pay down the debt of the
United States.

So what is the response of our Repub-
lican leaders in the House? It is not to
raise the debt ceiling. Their response is
to reduce taxes by another $500 billion
between now and 2012, $4 trillion be-
tween 2012 and 2022. This will wipe out
what is left of Social Security and all
of the surplus that builds up between
now and 2012.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just say in re-
sponse to the gentleman that the only
budget this House has considered this
year does, in fact, include room to
make these tax cuts permanent. In
fact, the most recent numbers from our
official scorekeepers, the Congressional
Budget Office, as well as the Joint Tax
Committee, tell us this extension
would take from the Treasury $374 bil-
lion over 10 years. At the same time,
we would accumulate surpluses of $2.3
trillion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, this is
a bill that never should have happened.
If it had not been for quirks in the Sen-
ate language, this all would have been
put to bed when we settled the tax re-
duction issue last year.

Now, look, this bill is not perfect. I
have questions about the amount of
money, I have questions about the tim-
ing, I have questions about the estate
tax. But basically it is moving us in
the right direction.

I ask the question, what is wrong
with reducing taxes? When I was in
business, many times we made money,
and sometimes we did not make
money. But every so often you would
say to your employees, gentlemen, la-
dies, you have hung with us a long
time. We have not given you an in-
crease. Many times we have had to
have layoffs.

b 1315
But we are going to give you back

some of that money which now we are
generating. I think that is a good idea,
and that is what this thing is all about.

I strongly support this bill.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LEWIS), my distinguished
friend and member of the committee.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to point out that the budget reso-
lution brought to the floor by the
House Republicans last month provided
only $77 billion in tax cuts over the
next 5 years. The President is calling
for $675 billion in tax cuts over the
next 10 years, and the repeal of this re-
pealer will take at least $400 to $500 bil-
lion. Their budget resolution did not
provide for this tax cut.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 586.
This tax cut bill is not the way to go.
It does not provide real relief for all
Americans. It is just plain, downright
irresponsible.

I ask my Republican colleagues to re-
consider their priorities.

Mr. Speaker, if we make the Repub-
lican tax cut permanent, we risk steal-
ing, taking, really raiding the Social
Security trust fund by more than $4
trillion. We risk gambling the future of
the Medicare trust fund. We jeopardize
funding for education and a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for our seniors.

This tax cut bill breaks the promise
that we made to the American people
to use their tax dollars wisely. A huge
windfall for the wealthy, pocket
change for working Americans. We
should be taking care of the basic
needs of all of our people, not rushing
to pass a tax cut bill that puts us deep-
er and deeper in debt.

Today we have a choice, a choice be-
tween a permanent tax cut bill that
benefits a few, or Social Security and
Medicare security that benefit all
Americans. I urge my colleagues to
make the right choice, the moral
choice, the good choice. Vote against
this bill.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, what is
irresponsible is forcing upon the Amer-
ican families and American businesses
a tax increase if Congress does nothing.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON).

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, it is morally irresponsible not
to pass this. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS), the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, for
bringing this bill to the floor. We have
to make the tax cuts we enacted last
year permanent. Hard-working Ameri-
cans and the Texans who live in my
congressional district were downright
angry when they heard that their taxes
would increase in 10 years. They think
we have lost our minds in Washington.
Mr. Speaker, I think they are right.

Just think about it for a moment. We
decided to repeal the worst parts of the
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marriage penalty. We all hope and ex-
pect marriages to last. Why would any-
one object to the marriage penalty re-
lief becoming permanent? If they do,
they must be in a fight with their
spouse.

Why would anyone object to $1,000
child tax credit being permanent? How
can somebody be against giving par-
ents the extra money they need to
raise their children? If my colleagues
are against it, I guess they just do not
like children.

On another issue, this Congress took
important steps to help Americans
save for their own retirement by in-
creasing the amount people can con-
tribute to an IRA to $5,000. How can
anyone argue against this? If my col-
leagues do, it means my colleagues are
addicted to government spending and
against personal savings. The only rea-
son for arguing against these impor-
tant changes is if my colleagues love
big government and do not like people
making their own choices and keeping
their own money.

Mr. Speaker, we need to pass this for
the good of America.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), a leader in this Con-
gress.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Texas said they must have
been out of their minds. Of course it
was his side of the aisle that included
this provision. Remember that, I say to
the gentleman, and tell them that.

Mr. Speaker, we are here today for
one reason and one reason only: to in-
dulge the GOP in its pavlovian policy
prescription for every occasion: tax
cuts. The GOP sold its tax cuts last
year by telling the American people
they were overcharged. Democrats
fought for and are still for affordable
tax relief. But we knew the projected
surplus might never materialize, and
we were right.

Mr. Speaker, $5.6 trillion the Presi-
dent said we had; he came down to us
now and says we have $.6 trillion. The
President’s own budget says the tax
cut was the single biggest factor in
erasing our surplus. So is the GOP here
to say they made a mistake, to say, let
us stop the raid on Social Security and
Medicare? Of course not.

With deficits projected every year for
the next 10 years and an unchecked
raid on Social Security and Medicare,
the GOP proposes a bill that would de-
plete an estimated $7 trillion from the
Social Security and Medicare trust
funds.

I asked Secretary O’Neill that yester-
day, whether $4 trillion to $7 trillion
was the accurate figure, and he said he
thought it probably was. Just as the
baby boomers become of age, to take
Social Security, we are doing this to
them.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reject this demagogic, reckless, irre-
sponsible piece of legislation.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tlewoman from Washington (Ms.
DUNN), a Member who has, more than
any other Member, fought to eliminate
the Federal death tax.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
strong support of the Tax Relief Guar-
antee Act, and I do so on behalf of fam-
ilies and small businesses all over this
great country of ours.

Last year we passed a landmark tax
relief bill that reduced income taxes
for all Americans, the first across-the-
board rate cut since the second world
war. Now it is time to finish the job.

We have to strip away the sunset pro-
vision or else taxpayers will face a dec-
ade of uncertainty. Many economists,
including Federal Reserve Chairman
Alan Greenspan, have declared that it
is very important for Congress to act
clearly and unequivocally in this area,
because taxpayers need certainty.

Consider the perverse case of the
death tax. As the law now stands, the
death tax will be repealed on December
31, 2009; and it will return on January
1, 2011, at pre-2001 rates, 55 percent, on
estates over $675,000. We are in essence
telling people that they have one cal-
endar year to die, or else their heirs
will pay that punishing 55 percent tax
rate. Without permanence, no small
business owner or family farmer can
assume the death tax is gone forever.
They have to continue to spend money
on expensive life insurance policies and
costly estate plans.

A study of women-owned businesses
recently found that small business-
women spend, on average, $1,000 a
month paying to provide for the death
tax. This is money that they could use
to hire workers or to buy new equip-
ment or to provide health care for their
employees. It is important, Mr. Speak-
er, to understand that the lack of per-
manence has real consequences. It is
also important to acknowledge that if
we do not support permanence, then we
are implicitly supporting a tax in-
crease on January 1, 2011.

We have an opportunity to correct a
mistake, a legacy of the other body. I
think, Mr. Speaker, we ought to seize
this moment, fulfill the promise we
made, and the President made, to
Americans last spring. Let us make
these tax cuts permanent.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KLECZKA), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

REQUEST FOR MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House, upon conclusion of to-
day’s business, adjourn until noon,
January 1, 2011.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). That motion is not in order
at this time.

Mr. KLECZKA. Well, Mr. Speaker, if
it was in order, it would give some ra-
tionale to the bill before the House.

The tax bill, as passed by my col-
leagues to my left, provided for the
sunset. And the gentlewoman from
Washington State just stood up and
said, my friends, here is what happens.

If you die in 2011, you are going to pay
an inheritance tax. And if you die in
2009, you will not. Well, whoever draft-
ed such a nutty bill?

It was they who did so, and it was
they who passed it. And it was signed
by the President in June of last year.
So now a few months later to come
back and say, my God, the sky is fall-
ing, we are hearing from people who
know they are going to die in 2011, and
they want it changed now. And I have
not heard from any constituent who
knows they are going to die in 2011.

But I say to my colleagues that we
have some other things to talk about
before we restore the permanency to
this tax cut. Why are we doing it? I
think I know why.

In November there is going to be a
congressional election, and right now,
the poll numbers are showing them
guys think they are in trouble. And if,
in fact, the Democrats take back the
House, which I think we will, that bill
might not come up. And the new chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), might
see to it that it does not come up right
away, because he and I and many other
Democrats are concerned about pro-
viding for a drug benefit for the Medi-
care program. That is going to cost
some money. We are told by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury that by June of
this year, we have to increase the na-
tional debt for all Americans to $6.5
trillion. How can we do that if we make
permanent a tax cut which is question-
able to begin with?

But remember the debate last year.
We were awash in a surplus. We were
just swimming in greenbacks here in
Congress, so they had a tax bill that
gave the bulk of it back; and this
year’s budget is back in a deficit. Let
us take care of the needs of the people;
let us get out of deficit before we do
something foolhardy, and if I get that
call from a constituent who is going to
die in 2011, I want to know how he or
she knows that.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, just so
we stay on this planet in terms of our
rhetoric, six times between March and
May, this House passed tax reduction
bills. Every one of them was perma-
nent, including on April 4, H.R. 8,
which repealed the death or estate tax.
That was permanent. It was the United
States Senate, and please stop me
when I have violated any rule in talk-
ing about the other body, that pro-
duced this document which was the
only time the House voted not to make
the tax cuts permanent, and that was a
bill generated through a conference.
This House voted to make it perma-
nent, and we are trying to do it again.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? The fact is he voted
for the conference committee report.

Mr. HULSHOF. Regular order, Mr.
Speaker.
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Would the Chair be kind enough to

advise each side as to how much time
remains.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF)
has 18 minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
has 181⁄4 minutes remaining.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
just to respond to my distinguished
chairman, since it appears as though
the dog has eaten his homework.

This bill was signed into law by a Re-
publican President after passing a Re-
publican House of Representatives and
passing a Republican Senate that had
had a compromise that excluded all
Democrats.

b 1330
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the

distinguished gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. THURMAN), an outstanding
Member of Congress and of the com-
mittee.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I just think this is the
wrong bill at the wrong time for hard-
working taxpayers who work hard to
make ends meet today and retire com-
fortably tomorrow.

Working Americans get little from
this bill. They already have received 70
percent of the tax cut that Congress
passed last year: the 10 percent rate,
increased child care credit, education
incentives, and higher pension con-
tribution limits.

So what does this bill do for middle
America? First, it will bring even more
working Americans under the alter-
native minimum tax. By 2012, 39 mil-
lion taxpayers, about one in three, will
face AMT liability. This bill gives a
promise with one hand and takes away
the promised tax cut with the other.

This bill increases the deficit by $374
billion over the next 10 years. Every
dollar of that added deficit comes from
the Social Security trust funds. That is
$374 billion that cannot be used to re-
duce the national debt and interest on
that debt.

If interest payments were not so
large, we would have a chance to deal
with our other priorities: Social Secu-
rity, a Medicare prescription drug pro-
gram, education, or our veterans’ pro-
grams.

Speaking of veterans, the cost of this
bill will be more than three times as
large as the VA budget. Think about it:
Every Member has heard from local
veterans who know, as we all know,
that the VA budget needs to be in-
creased, especially for health care. We
all have heard of veterans who cannot
get appointments because VA hospitals
and clinics do not have the resources.

Most of us have supported an in-
crease in the VA budget in recent
years. Yet, today we debate giving
away future VA increases, and then
some.

In addition, this bill will reduce rev-
enue by $4 trillion in the period after

2012. People born in 1946 will be 66 years
old that year, retired and using Medi-
care. Will Medicare be there for them?
It may not if we continue to provide
unnecessary tax cuts and eat up the
trust funds.

Mr. Speaker, this is the wrong bill at
the wrong time, and it is wrong for us
to leave this increased debt for our
children and grandchildren.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER), a
valued member of the Committee on
Ways and Means who has fought to
eliminate the marriage penalty.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri for his
leadership, and he and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) for their
leadership on this permanency legisla-
tion, and my chairman for making this
a priority, as well.

Often a question in debate on this
floor is who is helped and who is hurt
by the legislation that is on the floor.
If Members vote no on making the
Bush tax cut permanent, we will label
it the Bush tax cut, 100 million Ameri-
cans benefit from the Bush tax cut. So
if Members vote no, they are voting to
raise taxes on 100 million Americans.

I would note that there are 3.9 mil-
lion Americans who do not pay taxes
because of the Bush tax cut, 3 million
Americans with children do not pay
taxes because of the Bush tax cut. If
Members vote no and the Bush tax cut
expires, those 3.9 million low-income
taxpayers will once again have to pay
taxes. They are the ones who are hurt.

Let us take a moment to talk about
the marriage tax penalty. Under the
Bush tax cut, we eliminated the mar-
riage tax penalty. There are 43 million
Americans who paid on average about
$1,700 more prior to the Bush tax cut
just because they were married. They
combined their incomes, filed jointly,
and they were pushed into a higher tax
bracket; 43 million couples, $1,700. We
eliminated that with the Bush tax cut.

It is always important, I think, to
put a human face on who also benefits
when we eliminate the marriage tax
penalty. Let me introduce a family
from Joliet, Illinois, Jose and
Magdalene Castillo, their son Eduardo,
and their daughter, Carolina. They suf-
fered the marriage tax penalty prior to
the Bush tax cut, but because of the
commitment of the Republican major-
ity in the House, we eliminated the
marriage tax penalty for two hard-
working laborers from Joliet, Illinois,
who paid on average about $1,125 more
because of the marriage tax penalty.
The Bush tax cut eliminated the mar-
riage tax penalty.

So the question is, today, are we
going to vote to reimpose the marriage
tax penalty on Jose and Magdalene
Castillo, or are we going to protect
them? That is what is always inter-
esting.

My Democratic friends will argue
passionately for permanent spending
increases, they will argue passionately

for permanent tax increases, but they
always oppose making a tax cut perma-
nent.

Let us vote yes. Let us do the right
thing. Let us help people like Jose and
Magdalene Castillo of Joliet, Illinois.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY), a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

We look back to that brief period of
time when Republicans and Democrats
alike came to this floor to pledge that
they would protect Social Security rev-
enues and pledge to protect that
lockbox, and actually compete with
one another in terms of who could best
protect those Social Security dollars.

How differently things are right now.
The majority never came to this floor
and said, all bets are off. We are going
to grab the Social Security cash to
fund the government because we are
going to cut the rest of the revenues of
this country, but that is exactly what
is at stake. They are shortchanging the
Social Security revenues that we will
need to fund the Social Security pro-
gram by passing this measure. In doing
that, they are leaving a much bigger
burden for our children.

None of the families I represent are
preparing for their retirement costs by
just doing no planning at all, spending
freely, and relying entirely on the chil-
dren, their children, to carry the day.
Why should we then, as a country,
steer our national budget in a way that
blows the revenues now and relies upon
our children to make up the difference?

There will never be a retirement
switch demographically quite like the
baby-boomers moving into retirement.
The first will turn 65 in the year 2011.
What in the world can we be thinking
about to propose devastating the Fed-
eral budget at the very time the
boomers are fully drawing Social Secu-
rity, fully drawing Medicare?

The only thing that can explain this
is this is the baby-boomers’ last great
self-indulgent act: Blow the revenue
now, leave the kids to pick up the
slack. That is not how our families
function and that is not, as a nation,
how we should function.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman that I am confident that there
are family farmers and small busi-
nesses in North Dakota that are trying
to plan to pass those businesses on to
their next generation, and yet cannot
because of the sunset, which we are
trying to repeal.

Mr. Speaker, especially on the pen-
sion issue, no one has been a better
champion on our side of the aisle than
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN).

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding time to me,
and I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
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the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF) for bringing this bill to the
floor. All we are doing is reaffirming
what this House did last spring.

I suppose it is going to be tough for
some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle who did not join some
of their colleagues, because it was a bi-
partisan vote last spring, to change
their vote and now support tax relief.
But they ought to think about it, for a
couple of reasons.

First, what do we know since last
spring? We know these tax cuts were
extremely important in keeping us out
of a deep recession, and now helping
this economy to grow. Economists
right, left, and center, including the
chairman of the Federal Reserve, have
said that: low inflation, low interest
rates, lower taxes.

So if they are interested in getting us
back into a surplus position so we can
take care of the needs of our seniors
through Social Security and Medicare,
I would think they would want to
think again about maybe supporting
this tax relief.

Second, even though we have passed
a good bill out of the House, the Senate
put this 10-year limit on it. That does
not make any sense. Why would we
want to have tax relief only last for 10
years? We cannot plan. The whole idea
with taxes is to be able to plan. Other-
wise, we have a huge cost to the econ-
omy, to people, to businesses. Not
being able to plan means incredibly in-
creased costs and incredible new com-
plexity.

Think about it. If somebody is trying
to plan what they are going to do, their
accountants and planners are going to
say, well, in the ninth year this thing
ends and in the tenth year it starts up
again, so we really cannot give you any
advice about planning, so you have to
plan for both. That is a terrible ineffi-
ciency in the economy.

I would hope my colleagues would
think about that. I will just give one
example.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF) mentioned the retirement se-
curity provisions. They were very pop-
ular on a bipartisan basis because they
make a lot of sense. They simplify the
plans so the small businesses can get
into them. They let people take the
plan from job to job. They let people
save more for their retirement. This
year, people can save 50 percent more
for their IRA, in their 401(k). If you are
over 50, you can save even more.

This is great stuff. Do we want this
to expire in 9 years? This does not
make any sense. Let us not pull out the
rug from the American people. Let us
support this permanence.

Mr. RANGEL. I yield myself such
time as I may consume, Mr. Speaker.

Sir, this stupid 10-year limitation
was passed by the Republican Senate,
came back here, and was passed by the
House, the Republicans, and went to
our President and he signed it. So I
would tell the gentleman to be careful
what he calls stupid when he voted for
it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT),
a distinguished member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, Many people have said
that 9/11 changed everything for this
country. It certainly did for President
Bush and his budget. He is now urging
this Congress to increase the size of
Federal spending by 22 percent for this
coming year, over what it was in 1999.

This is the largest increase in Fed-
eral spending over that period of time
than any comparable time since an-
other Texan named Lyndon Johnson
was President. Somehow 9/11 has
changed nothing in what is always the
predominant theme of the House Re-
publican leadership and their agenda:
convincing voters that they can have
something for nothing. They are out to
convince folks that every year they
can pay less and less. Even if we have
new, essential security requirements
and other government needs, they will
just continue to ‘‘borrow and spend’’—
their traditional policy.

The Republicans that were once
known as the ‘‘party of fiscal responsi-
bility’’ are now known as the ‘‘party of
shifting responsibility’’, letting tomor-
row’s children pay for today’s needs.

It was not long ago that the Repub-
licans were bringing the debt clock out
here to the House floor to show us the
impact of the national debt. It kept
going up. It reminded me of that old ad
about a watch: ‘‘It takes a licking and
it keeps on ticking.’’ Well, it is ticking
now as a result of the licking that it is
taking with this economy and with the
increased spending being proposed.

If there was a problem with the
‘‘guns-and-butter’’ budget of the six-
ties, imagine the extent of the problem
we are going to have with what is es-
sentially a ‘‘guns-and-caviar’’ ap-
proach: unlimited defense spending and
tax cuts for the caviar set. At the very
time this takes effect, many Americans
who are baby boomers are going to be
retiring. They will need their Social
Security. They will need their Medi-
care. They will have other needs of an
aging population even as we have fewer
workers to finance those needs. Yet,
they propose more debt instead of more
responsibility.

Reject the fiscal folly: reject this
‘‘gimmick for the gullible.’’

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would remind the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Speaker, that Social Secu-
rity and Medicare are funded with pay-
roll taxes, not income taxes.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH), another val-
ued member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Missouri for
yielding time to me.

I listened with great interest to my
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT). Mr. Speaker, it is something
to see a change in political parties. It
is something when we stop and realize
that the standardbearer of the once
proud Democratic Party said the only
thing we have to fear is fear itself, and
now, sadly, from the modern Demo-
cratic Party, the only thing they have
to offer is fear itself.

Courage and commitment should be
bipartisan, or really should be non-
partisan. Indeed, if we take a look at
history over the last 40 years, it was
first a Democratic President, John F.
Kennedy, who said we should reduce
marginal tax rates because a rising
tide lifts all the boats. Ronald Reagan
followed with a similar philosophy in
1980, as did George W. Bush last year.

And guess what? Revenues to the
government long-term actually in-
creased because people have more of
their money to save, spend, and invest.

My friends on the left have been here
really captive to a debate of process.
What we should talk about, Mr. Speak-
er, is a debate based on principles and
priorities involving real people.

This is the real consequence if Mem-
bers vote no today on permanency for
tax cuts: A single mother, hear me, not
the caviar crew, not the Cadillac set, a
single mother will end up paying an ad-
ditional $963 of her hard-earned money
in higher taxes if they say no to mak-
ing the tax cut permanent.

Now, I know we have been talking
about millions and trillions and bil-
lions, but a thousand dollars is impor-
tant in the family budget. Do Members
really, Mr. Speaker, want to see taxes
raised on working Americans? And yet,
that is the net effect if Members do not
join with us in a bipartisan, nay, in a
nonpartisan fashion, and vote to enact
permanent tax cuts. Vote yes.

b 1345

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) very much for
yielding me the time.

The previous speaker from Ohio said
we are asked to reconfirm what we had
done last spring. That is astounding in
light of the fact that we are also asked
since 9–11 to spend $4 billion more on
defense, $38 billion more on homeland
security, and protect tax cuts. For him
to say that we are only doing what we
did last spring, as though nothing hap-
pened on 9–11, just do what we did last
spring, is astounding.

Here we are on the heels of the an-
nual tax filing season to once again to
say to the American people we appre-
ciate your contributions for military
defense, for homeland security, for
health care for elderly and the poor
and our veterans, and to also argue on
behalf of fiscal discipline. Last year,
Congress learned quickly these cuts in
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tax would lead to big deficits. Trillions
of dollars in surplus overnight van-
ished, and the American taxpayer won-
dered what happened to that money.

The Republican amendment today is
fraudulent and everybody knows it.
They are playing a game of three card
monty. When they are in charge, they
will always draw the tax cut card, but
when the average middle-income tax-
payer is involved, they will find simply
they are going to pay the bill. No mat-
ter how many times they play, middle-
income taxpayers will get stuck with
alternative minimum tax, and this bill
does nothing about it.

The Bush administration indicated
that because of the alternative min-
imum tax we will see a massive in-
crease in the number of affected fami-
lies reaching 39 million by 2012, a full
one-third of taxpayers with a liability.
At the beginning of this week, Mr.
Speaker, Republican leaders and the
Treasury Department held press con-
ferences to talk about how badly the
current Tax Code needs to be sim-
plified; and by the end of this week, we
are voting to eliminate any possibility
of getting it done, and we are being
pushed into further debt.

We heard speeches years ago against
fiscal discipline. One leader in the Re-
publican Party said we are having a fis-
cal Armageddon. Another one said
what a disaster. We had 8 years of un-
paralleled economic prosperity before
this Administration. Vote against this
fraudulent measure and for fiscal in-
tegrity.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire as to the time remaining on
each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HULSHOF) has 113⁄4 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) has 91⁄4 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the
majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Missouri for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I think it says it all
when the gentleman from Texas pre-
vious to me said that tax cuts are a
spending program. Only Democrats
would think that tax cuts, leaving
money in people’s pocket, is a spending
program.

Well, Mr. Speaker, a vote against
this bill is a decision to bury the mid-
dle class beneath a wave of new taxes
at the end of the decade; and if the
Democrats vote no today, they are in-
flicting a rash of higher taxes on the
American family.

They will slice the child care tax
credit in half. It falls from $1,000 down
to $500 without permanent tax relief.

They will revive the discriminatory
marriage penalty that punishes fami-
lies with a greater burden.

They will resuscitate the hated death
tax that has been stalking American

farmers and small businesswomen all
these years.

They will weaken the retirement se-
curity of millions of Americans by
slashing the level of contributions to
401(k) plans by more than a third, and
they are dropping IRA contributions
from $5,000 down to a paltry $2,000.

Democrats who vote ‘‘no’’ are really
saying yes to the largest single-day tax
increase in American history. That is
the wrong message for American fami-
lies. It heaps uncertainty on farmers
and small businesses, and it sows doubt
and uncertainty about our commit-
ment to fiscal discipline and the pros-
pects for limited government. That is
the wrong path.

We need to reject this tax hike by
making the President’s tax cuts perma-
nent; and if we do, average Americans
will reap a number of powerful eco-
nomic benefits. Married couples will
send $1,700 less to the IRS. Families
with kids will pay $1,500 less in taxes.
Single moms will keep more than $700,
and our senior citizens will see almost
$1,000 in additional savings in their tax.

All of these steps are positive in their
own right; but taken altogether, they
will send a powerful economic signal
that will encourage growth and job cre-
ation and, yes, provide more revenues
to the government. So in this way, we
will prove to the American people that
we believe they should keep more of
the hard-earned money that they
earned.

That is the right message for Amer-
ica. It is what the President wants and
I ask our Members to vote ‘‘yes.’’

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 11⁄2 minutes to then yield to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY),
the majority leader, to ask a couple of
questions here since he was in charge
of this bill and did not make it perma-
nent before. I would like to yield time
to him. No one else is responding. I
would like to yield 30 seconds to him.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I will take
the 30 seconds, and I appreciate the 30
seconds; but I am not the leader. I am
the whip.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is the leader. He is the leader.

Now, did not the Republican-con-
trolled other body put in this 10-year
limitation?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, only in re-
sponse to the Byrd rule. That is the
rule. If the gentleman is going to yield,
let me answer the question.

Mr. RANGEL. The answer is yes.
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, no. Would

the gentleman yield so I can answer?
Mr. RANGEL. Then the answer is no.

Is it yes or no, did they do it?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from New York controls time.
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, we opposed
that because it was a response to a
silly rule over in the Senate called the
Byrd rule that does not allow us to
make taxes permanent, yes.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, now did
not this silly rule that the silly Repub-
licans have on the other side—
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend momentarily.
Members are reminded not to charac-
terize members of the Senate or Senate
rules.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman withdraw calling the
Republicans silly on the other side of
the aisle because it is against the
House rules?

Having said that, whatever it was
that came over, did not the Repub-
licans have a conference that excluded
Democrats where you accepted it?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, absolutely
not. We did not exclude anybody from
any of the process; and the gentleman
may characterize it as that, but we
passed a good tax cut for the American
people the best way we could with the
Democrat opposition that we faced.

Mr. RANGEL. The answers are ter-
rific. Did you not vote for a bill that
included this silly amendment?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I voted for
the bill because it was the only way we
could get tax cuts for American fami-
lies with the Democrat opposition that
we faced.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, did not
the President of the United States sign
the bill with this silly amendment that
came from the Republican-controlled
Senate?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, certainly
the President signed the only tax cut
we could get for the American family
in the face of the Democrat opposition
that we faced.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, so I
would just like to know where all this
silliness came from and where it ema-
nated and where it finally concluded. I
thank the gentleman for his responses.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1⁄2 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr. BECER-
RA), a member of the committee.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Let me make sure we have this
straight. The bill that we have before
us is to correct something that our
friends on the Republican side did a
year ago when we passed the tax bill
that cost about $1.3 trillion, but when
we cost it out a lot more than that be-
cause they did not want to show the
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American people how much it really
would cost. Now we are seeing.

In the decade from 2012 forward for
those 10 years, it is about another $4
trillion. What does that translate to,
because $4 trillion is something none of
us will ever see. Come 2010, my col-
leagues can expect that the top 1 per-
cent of Americans, the richest Ameri-
cans, will get about an average of
$53,000 in a tax cut; and 60 percent of
Americans will average about $347 in
2010 from that tax cut.

What does that mean? Well, somehow
we have to pay for it. How do we pay
for it? We take every single cent out of
the Medicare trust fund. We take every
single cent out of the Social Security
trust fund, and all that surplus money,
and we spend it to pay for this tax cut.

How do we do that? We did it back in
the 80s. We did it with this. It made
very good use of this card. It was one of
those we cannot pay now, but we will
pay later. And who pays? I have got
three daughters. They will be paying
this credit card. Who else pays? If
someone has some kids, that is who
will be paying.

Why are we doing this? We should be
the stewards of the people’s money. We
are in the people’s House, and it is our
responsibility to be responsible stew-
ards of the people’s money which they
put into Social Security, which they
put into Medicare. And what are we
doing? At a time when we know we are
already in deficit, we are going to go
further into it.

This is not the thing to do. Do what
any American house would do, and that
is, be responsible with their money,
plan for the future for their kids and
retirement. Let us not pass this bill.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the
majority leader of the House.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Speaker, it is such a privilege
and such a pleasure to be here today.
The President of the United States is
George W. Bush, achieved his reduction
in taxes for the American working man
and woman earlier in his Presidency
than any President that I can ever re-
member. It was a good thing what we
were able to accomplish with the Presi-
dent, and to do it so early was particu-
larly rewarding.

There was a hitch in the process
when we tried to bring that bill
through because of an arcane rule of
the Senate, the other body, requiring a
vote of 60 Senators for permanent tax
reduction; and because we could not ac-
quire 60 votes for permanent tax reduc-
tion, we were forced to accept a 10-year
sunset on the Tax Code.

Today, we are here to address that
and to renew our commitment to the
American people. So for those young
couples that got married and are enjoy-
ing the fact that they are not receiving
today prejudice in the Tax Code for
their act of marriage, we are here to

say you do not want to have to sunset
your marriage or suffer perverse tax
penalties in 10 years. We want to make
it permanent in your life, till death do
you part. Permanent surcease from
prejudice in the Tax Code.

For those people that worked hard
all their life and said I want to struggle
and build and create something and
when my days on this Earth are over
leave it to my children that I love so
much, we want to say for the rest of
your life, not just for the next 10 years.
You do not have to time your death in
accordance with the rules of the other
body, and so on down the line.

So we are asking all our colleagues,
do the same rational thing. Vote for
permanent tax relief, a Tax Code that
prevails on the American people today
that it be permanent.

In addition to that, we are doing a
good thing for those families that
reach out and adopt children. We are
giving them a special consideration in
the Tax Code and a special dispensa-
tion, some relief from the burden of
taxation as they bring those precious
babies into their homes and make a
home for them. A good thing to do.

Finally Mr. Speaker, pursuant to a
study that I asked for from GAO just
the last week revealed 2 million Amer-
ican taxpayers, half of whom had the
benefit of professional tax preparation,
and were still so intimidated by the
rules of the Tax Code and the enforce-
ment procedures of the IRS that they
did not take fully all of their tax de-
ductions, to the tune of $1 million in
tax overpayment. We are in this bill
again addressing the question of our
rights to due process, fair decent treat-
ment under the Tax Code.

Three good things we do with this
bill. I thank the committee. It is not
often that we can come to the floor of
the House and with one vote do three
good things for the American people. I
hope all my colleagues, especially
those on the other side of the aisle who
so often miss these opportunities, will
today avail themselves of the oppor-
tunity, do the right thing, three good
things for one vote.

You will never get a bargain like
that often in our life. Take the oppor-
tunity today. You will feel better for
it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR).

(Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks, and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I include for the RECORD this
statement of the public debt that
shows that our Nation’s debt has in-
creased by $232,291,656,313.85 since the
passage of this measure 12 months ago.
Our Nation now has a record $6 trillion
debt for which we squander $1 billion a
day on interest.

SIMPLE TRUTHS ABOUT THE BUDGET AND THE
DEBT

UPDATED THROUGH MARCH, 2002 MONTHLY
STATEMENT OF THE PUBLIC DEBT AND FEB-
RUARY, 2002 MONTHLY TREASURY STATEMENT

The Federal debt is still growing. At the
close of business on March 31, 2002, the total
public debt was $6,006,031,606,265.38, or $6.006
trillion. The public debt increased by $232
billion in the twelve months since March 31,
2002.

Of the $6 trillion debt, $2.55 trillion is owed
to various federal trust funds. These funds
were collected and earmarked for specific
purposes, but all their surpluses have been
borrowed and spent in exchange for govern-
ment securities.

There is no surplus except in trust funds.
Through five months of Fiscal Year 2002, fed-
eral trust funds accumulated a total of $82.2
billion in surpluses, while non-trust fund ac-
counts ran a deficit of $156.6 billion. For Fis-
cal Year 2001, which ended in September,
trust funds had $224 billion in surpluses. Out-
side the trust funds, the federal government
ran a deficit of $97 billion.

The trust fund surpluses are obligated for
future benefits. Most of the surplus funds are
collected for Social Security, Medicare, mili-
tary retirement, federal employee retire-
ment, and unemployment benefits to save
and invest to pay future obligations.

We spend a billion dollars per day on inter-
est. In the first five months of Fiscal Year
2002, the Treasury spent $150.4 billion on in-
terests in 151 days. Over the same period,
military spending totaled $129.9 billion, $20.5
billion less than interest costs. Medicare
spending totaled $101.4 billion, $49 billion less
than interest costs.

In Fiscal Year 2001, the Treasury spent
$359.5 billion on interest on the debt, an av-
erage of almost one billion dollars per day.
In the same twelve months, military spend-
ing totaled $291 billion, $68.5 billion less than
gross interest. Medicare spending totaled
$241.4 billion, $118 billion less than gross in-
terest.

DEBT INCREASE IN PAST 12 MONTHS

Total Public Debt Outstanding March 31,
2002; $6,006,031,606,265.38. Total Public Debt
Outstanding March 31, 2001:
$5,773,739,949,951.53. Increase in Public Debt
Outstanding in 12 months: $232,291,656,313.85.

DEBT OWED TO TRUST FUNDS

Total Owed to All Government Accounts ............... $2.546 trillion
Total Owed to Social Security Trust Funds ........... $1.24 trillion
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance .......................... $1.097 trillion
Disability Insurance ............................................... $144.7 billion
Total Owed to Medicare Trust Funds .................... $257.0 billion
Hospital Insurance (Part A) ................................... $214.2 billion
Supplementary Medical Insurance (Part B) .......... $42.8 billion
Military Retirement ................................................ $156.0 billion
Civil Service Retirement and Disability ................ $529.8 billion
Unemployment Trust Fund ..................................... $75.9 billion

Source: Monthly Statement of the Public Debt, March 2002.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE).

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

b 1400

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, the Ar-
thur Andersen accountants are really
confused today. For the last several
weeks, they have been listening to the
Republican Party trooping in front of
the television cameras and calling
them irresponsible, reckless and fis-
cally negligent. The Republican leader-
ship then comes to the floor today and
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proposes a bill that will blow a trillion
dollar hole in Social Security below
the water line, ensure deficits for dec-
ades; and they call the Arthur Ander-
sen accountants irresponsible?

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship is on a course to do to Social Se-
curity and Medicare and fiscal respon-
sibility what Ken Lay and Arthur An-
dersen did with Enron. We ought to re-
ject it.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in brief response, I
would remind the gentleman, as I know
the gentleman was not here during
part of the debate, that the 10-year
cost for the tax cut that is being con-
sidered is $374 billion, and the most re-
cent Congressional Budget Office num-
bers project a $2.3 trillion surplus over
that period of time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
humored somewhat by the debate
today. There seems to be a lot of hand
wringing and shock and outrage over
the deficit. It reminds me of a cross be-
tween the pit bull and a collie: It rips
a person’s arm off, and then it runs for
help.

What we have heard from the other
side, 40 years of managing this process,
of running up untold debt, placing it on
the back of taxpayers, watching Social
Security become insolvent, and all of a
sudden we hear all of this outrage.
When we have debates on appropria-
tions, I do not hear the same kind of a
conservative approach from the other
side of the aisle in holding down spend-
ing.

April 15 just passed. I am hopeful
that everybody on both sides of the
aisle concluded their tax return. If
Members are so outraged with the tax
cut, they could have easily used the old
numbers from the old charts. When we
handed out the $500 or $600 checks to
individuals, $300 checks, I did not see
this rush of Members from the other
side of the aisle coming to hand their
checks back to the Treasury.

The American hard-working tax-
payers, police officers, teachers,
nurses, doctors, lawyers, janitors, have
benefited from this tax policy that we
have initiated. Americans are getting
to spend more money on their kids.
People are talking about buying a new
washer-dryer, or get to go on vacation.
The appetite for spending in this proc-
ess is unbelievable. If they hold up
numbers of debt, let us talk about how
it originated. Let us talk about the
spending. Let us bring that into the de-
bate. We cannot talk about doing it as
the American family would do, because
if we used that analogy, the neighbors
would be being robbed by us because we
would have encouraged them to take
something that is not theirs, use it for
someone else, and call it fairness.

This bill on the floor today gives
every American a chance to project
over their time how they will deal with
their finances. It is certain, it is impor-
tant, and it is fair.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this bill. We should not
be borrowing trillions from Social Se-
curity to give huge tax breaks to the
wealthiest 1 percent, and then have in-
adequate funding for education, pre-
scription drugs, and veterans’ needs.

Mr. Speaker, it may make sense to some
people to borrow trillions of dollars from Social
Security in order to give tax breaks to million-
aires. It may make sense to some to raise the
$6 trillion dollar National debt for our kids and
grand kids, and increase the deficit—and then
have inadequate funding for education, vet-
erans’ needs, prescription drugs, environ-
mental protection, and other important social
needs.

It does not make sense to me and poll after
poll shows that it does not make sense to the
American people.

Let’s be honest. This bill has nothing to do
with good social policy. It has everything to do
with rewarding the rich folks who have contrib-
uted hundreds of millions to the Republican
Party. Thirty eight percent of the benefits in
this proposal would go to the richest one per-
cent—people who have a minimum income of
$375,000 a year.

Tax breaks for millionaires, inadequate fund-
ing for veterans, the elderly, the kids. That’s
what this bill is about. It is an outrage. Let’s
vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON).

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, mak-
ing this $1.35 trillion tax cut perma-
nent is bad policy, bad for the econ-
omy, bad for the American people, and
it is bad timing. This bill is not about
tax cuts, it is priorities. Not Demo-
cratic or Republican priorities, but the
priorities of the American people.
Members favor tax cuts. The American
taxpayers favor tax cuts, but our job in
Congress is to enact sensible and af-
fordable tax cuts. We should repeal the
AMT because it is a stealth tax in-
crease on millions of unsuspecting
Americans. Many of us believe we
should enact business tax cuts like de-
preciation reform to stimulate the
economy.

Mr. Speaker, in good conscience, how
can we support legislation that robs
Congress of the resources today that
we all know are needed to keep our
promises to the American people.

Just last year, a $5 trillion surplus
made everything seem possible. But
even with then, with that rosy sce-
nario, Congress knew it could not see
clear to afford permanent tax cuts.
That is why it sunset them in the first
place. What has changed in a year? Ev-
erything, and none of it argues for
making tax cuts permanent.

Mr. Speaker, if we pass these tax
cuts, we are making a big mistake. It
is plain wrong for our economy and for
the American people. It is terrible tim-
ing. Oppose this legislation.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-

consin (Mr. RYAN), and I am reminded
that in America, pessimists are seldom
prophets, and the gentleman is an opti-
mist, and a cosponsor of this bill.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to thank the gentleman
for his leadership on this issue. The
reason we introduced this bill, to re-
verse this arcane Senate rule that
caused this problem, was to give the
American taxpayer certainty so they
know how to plan for the future, and to
strike a blow for fairness and justice.

This issue, contrary to what we are
hearing from the Democrats, is not an
attempt to get another tax cut. We are
not raising taxes, we are not cutting
taxes, we are trying to keep taxes
steady. If we do not pass this repeal of
the sunset, we are raising taxes. Spe-
cifically, a family of 4 earning $36,268
will have their taxes raised in 2011 by
$2,035; a family of 4 earning $46,756 will
have their taxes go up in 1 year by
$3,856; a family of 4 earning almost
$85,000 will see a tax bill on January 1,
2011, of $8,000.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think Members
realize the magnitude of the moment
that is coming if we do not repeal this
sunset. What will happen from New
Year’s Eve to New Year’s Day, Decem-
ber 31, 2010, to January 1, 2011, will be
this: The IRA contribution limit from
New Year’s Eve to New Year’s Day will
go from $5,000 down to $2,000; on New
Year’s Eve to New Year’s Day that
year, the education IRA will go from
$2,000 down to $500; on New Year’s Eve
to New Year’s Day in that year, the
401(k) limit plans will be cut from a
$15,000 cap to $10,500. Every 401(k) plan
in America will have to be cut by a
third on that day in 2011.

Mr. Speaker, the death tax on De-
cember 31, 2010, will be zero percent;
the next day it will be 55 percent begin-
ning on estates over $675,000.

Income taxes: Small businesses right
now pay a higher income tax rate than
the largest corporations of America.
Their taxes will be 35 percent on New
Year’s Eve; the next day, 39.6 percent,
larger than the taxes paid by IBM or
Chrysler or any large operation.

The child tax credit will go from
$1,000 down to $500, and the marriage
tax penalty will come back to haunt
us. That is what awaits us on New
Year’s Day, January 1, 2011, if we do
not repeal this arcane Senate rule sun-
set. This is a major tax increase if we
do not act today.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, it was
nonsense last June when President
Bush and the Republicans argued that
we could have a $1.5 trillion tax cuts
and not raid Social Security and Medi-
care and Medicaid. It is nonsense on
stilts after September 11, after the defi-
cits, after all that has happened, that
they now want to permanently extend
those tax breaks for the wealthiest 2
percent because they are now going to
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permanently raid Medicare, perma-
nently raid Social Security, perma-
nently raid Medicaid, which provides
nursing home care for every person in
America with Alzheimer’s. This is a
shameful day in the history of this
country when such a vote can be taken.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. WATTS).

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I think we have to understand when
proceeding in this debate, there is a
difference in philosophies that is driv-
ing this debate. One, the Democrats be-
lieve in creating more taxes; Repub-
licans believe in creating more tax-
payers.

When we give Americans more money
to spend, to put food on the table, to
help pay the car insurance, that is good
for jobs. It is good for the economy,
and it is good for creating more tax-
payers. Let us look at the bottom line
and forget all of the goop that we have
heard over the last 2 hours.

The bottom line is that the Democrat
leaders’ plan for married couples is to
raise taxes by reinstating the marriage
tax penalty in 2001. The President’s bi-
partisan plan that got 28 Democratic
votes in the House will give couples
$1,700 more per year to spend on them-
selves and their kids. The bottom line
for families with kids, raise taxes by
the Democrats, repealing the Presi-
dent’s child tax credit in 2011. The bi-
partisan plan that the President pro-
posed that we passed, cuts taxes by
$1,500 for families every year.

The Democrats’ plan for singles, the
leadership’s plan says in 1993 they
raised taxes on Social Security. The
President’s bipartisan plan, we give
seniors $920 more to spend for them-
selves.

The bottom line on education IRA,
Democrat leaders’ plan, raise taxes by
reinstating tax on contributions to
education IRA over $500. The Presi-
dent’s bipartisan plan, that got 28
votes of Democrats in the House, it
eliminates taxes on contributions up to
$2,000. That is a good thing for people
saving for their children’s education.

The bottom line on child care, the
Democrat leaders’ plan raises taxes by
$770 for single moms in 2011. The Presi-
dent’s plan, the bipartisan plan that
got 28 Democrat votes, cuts taxes by
$770 for single moms.

The bottom line for low income fami-
lies, the Democrat leaders’ plan raises
taxes for 3.9 million low-income fami-
lies. The President’s bipartisan plan
eliminates 3.9 million people. Give
Americans a fiscal break. Vote for the
President’s plan to eliminate higher
taxes on the American people.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the minority whip.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the Republican raid on
Social Security that is being made on
the floor of the House today. If we sup-
port Social Security as we know it
today, which are benefits for America’s

retiring citizens, Members must vote
no on this plan to make these tax
breaks permanent.

Earlier today our body had the op-
portunity to vote for a resolution put
forth by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. PHELPS). It said that these tax
cuts could go forward and be made per-
manent if the Congressional Budget Of-
fice certified that no Social Security
funds will be used to cover them. Every
Republican voted against that. Every
Democrat voted for it. One has to won-
der where all of the Republican deficit
hawks have gone. It seems that they
have become an endangered species.

I think it is very, very important to
note that the only way to reconcile
what the Republicans are doing is that
they want the surplus to be reduced,
and they want to change Social Secu-
rity. They want to exact the huge cuts
in benefits that President Bush’s com-
mission calls for that. That is the only
way it would add up. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no.

b 1415

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY).

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker,
bananaramma, Rubik’s Cube, leg
warmers, ‘‘Miami Vice,’’ and a tax cut
for the rich.

The Republican Party wants to go
back to the future to 1981 and Presi-
dent Reagan’s voodoo economics. And
who is directing this remake? The
House Republicans and this adminis-
tration.

In just 1 year, this tax cut we have
seen has virtually raided all of the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust funds
to provide for huge tax cuts to wealthy
oilmen and other millionaires through-
out this country. At the same time we
have seen that Congress can no longer
protect Social Security and the Medi-
care trust funds from bankruptcy be-
cause we need to pay for this Repub-
lican tax scheme somehow.

I ask the American people to stay
home and not buy a ticket to this
show. It is a flop and it is a sham.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), an outstanding
leader of our party.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time.

The Bush tax cut is really a tax in-
crease on seniors and on lower- and
middle-income Americans because, for
the wealthiest 1 percent to get a huge
tax cut today, working Americans and
retirees are going to end up paying
back the debt tomorrow. It is like the
Republicans giving a huge credit line
increase to the wealthiest 1 percent
who then rack up astronomical credit
card bills, with working families and
cash-strapped retirees being stuck pay-
ing the tab at a later date. That is not
smart. That is not fair. That is not fis-
cally responsible.

We Democrats want a tax cut, but we
want a tax cut that benefits working

families and that does not bust the
budget or raid Social Security to pay
for it. The fact is after 8 years of fiscal
responsibility and economic growth
under a Democratic administration, it
took Republicans less than 1 year to
bring us back into long-term deficit
spending. Making that reality perma-
nent is not a good idea.

Let us defeat this tax on retirees and
working families and defeat this un-
wise raid of Social Security.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to close this ar-
gument on behalf of the minority and
the American people to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), our mi-
nority leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I urge
Members to vote for the motion to re-
commit and, if that fails, against this
legislation.

Last year, the Republicans passed
their economic plan. Due to their plan,
we lost $4 trillion in surplus in about 15
months. We lost the opportunity for
long-term economic growth. We lost
the chance to promote opportunity in
people’s lives. And, most importantly,
we lost the chance to pay down the
debt and be ready to stabilize and take
care of Social Security for the baby
boomers.

But, worst of all, the plan was dis-
honest. When you presented the plan,
you could have gone ahead and not had
a sunset in the plan and made the tax
cut go out into the future, which is
what you are trying to do today. I be-
lieve you did that because you wanted
to mislead the American people and
the Congress on what was actually hap-
pening.

You had another chance when you
presented your budget a few weeks ago
to say that the tax cut should not have
a sunset, that it should go out into the
future. Once again, you did not do it.
You did not do it because we are al-
ready back into the Social Security
trust funds spending those dollars for
current revenue needs. We are already
back into the Social Security trust
fund spending those dollars for current
needs.

We passed in this House five times a
lockbox that said we would never spend
the Social Security funds. Majority
Whip DELAY vowed the people’s hard-
earned money would be saved so they
can enjoy their well-deserved retire-
ment. Majority Leader ARMEY vowed
that the House is not going to go back
to raiding Social Security and Medi-
care. In 2001, Chairman NUSSLE vowed
that this Congress will protect 100 per-
cent of the trust funds. Period. No
speculation. No supposition. No projec-
tions.

I think that everybody here probably
voted at least once for the lockbox.
Well, if you vote for this bill today,
you are throwing the lockbox on the
ground, breaking it open and taking all
the money out of it finally.
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This is the definitive vote in this

Congress on whether you want the eco-
nomic plan to be permanent or whether
you want to save Social Security, sta-
bilize Social Security and ensure that
it will always be there for every cit-
izen.

In truth, the bill that we ought to
have in front of us today is not this
bill. The bill we ought to have in front
of us is how to make certain that So-
cial Security will not be privatized,
that it will not be raided, that it will
always be there for everybody in the
future. The Republicans have a plan of
privatization. We think it leads to cuts
in benefits and raising the retirement
age. You do not want to bring it up this
year because you do not want it to be
an issue in the election. But mark my
words, it is going to be an issue in the
election, and the issue is, who is for So-
cial Security and who is against it?
Who is for saving Social Security and
who is for reducing it? Who is for mak-
ing it stable and who is for tearing it
apart? The lockbox is broken open.
This is the definitive vote of this Con-
gress, not on taxes. That has been de-
cided. The issue is, what is going to
happen to Social Security?

I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’’ against
this bill. Vote for the motion to recom-
mit. Save Social Security and Medi-
care.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. THOMAS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. THOMAS. Was the minority lead-
er’s statement accurate? Is there a
vote on the motion to recommit?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A mo-
tion to recommit is not in order.

Mr. THOMAS. There will be no mo-
tion to recommit. The minority lead-
er’s statement was inaccurate.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. RANGEL. Is it true that the Re-
publicans crafted a rule that denied us
the motion to recommit?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the previous question
is ordered to final adoption of the mo-
tion without intervening motion.
There is no opportunity under the rule
for a member to offer a motion to re-
commit.

Mr. RANGEL. I thank the Chair.
Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, to con-

clude the debate on our side, it is my
honor and privilege to yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), the Speaker of
the House.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, we hear
a lot of rhetoric at times like this
when we talk about taxes, when we
talk about Social Security, when we
talk about our future. But we need to
also talk about promises and commit-
ments that we make to people. The
fact is, every dollar in a trust fund of
Social Security is tied in that trust

fund. And every promise we make not
to cut benefits and not to raise taxes
on Social Security is a commitment
that we have made. It is there. It is
there for a long time.

The real issue that we are talking
about today is a commitment that this
House made to cut taxes of American
working people and to keep a strong
economy and trying to make commit-
ments so this economy will work.

I have heard a lot of rhetoric. Some
try to bring class warfare into this
whole issue. That is not the right thing
to do, in my opinion. But let us set the
record straight. On September 30 of
this year, less than 6 months ago, we
paid down $450 billion in public debt.
This Congress said, ‘‘We are going to do
it.’’ This Congress did exactly that.

We also said that we think American
working people ought to have a fair tax
break. We said that if you are a mar-
ried couple, it is not common sense, it
is not fair to be taxed $1,400 more if
you are married than if you are single.
Are we going to say, we are going to do
that now, now you see it, now you
don’t? Nine years from now that is
going to disappear and you are going to
be taxed more just because you are
married rather than being single?

We also made a commitment that if
you are raising a family, if you have
four children, you are going to get a
$1,000 tax credit instead of a $500 tax
credit. That is important. You are buy-
ing shoes and paying tuition, putting
gas in the car to get kids back and
forth to school and to practice and
those types of things. That is impor-
tant to an American family, an Amer-
ican family that punches a clock every
day, an American family that brings a
paycheck home every other week. Are
we going to say that 9 years from now
we are going to raid, we are going to do
away with, we are going to take that
$4,000 deduction, that tax credit that
that family gets? Is that fair? Does
that make common sense? No.

We know that we have this limit be-
cause we have to deal with the other
body. It is their rules, and they did not
have 60 votes to change it. So we live
with that. But we do not have to live
with it forever. We do not have to tie
the American people down to a now-
you-see-it-and-now-you-don’t promise.

What about the family that spent
their whole life building a small busi-
ness, not taking vacations so that you
put a little extra money and capital
into that business so you can build it
up, and you want to pass it on to your
kids and your grandkids? If you do it
and that thing slides down, if you do it
9 years from now, you can pass that on
to the next generation; but if it is 10
years from now, you will not be able to
do it. The Federal Government will
come in and confiscate 52 percent of
that business.

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about
common sense. If this tax break that
we passed is good for the American
people, it is good for families, it is good
for small business, it is good for Amer-

ican farmers. If it is good today and
good tomorrow and next year, it ought
to be good 10 years from now. It is a
promise. It is a commitment we made
to the American people. We need to
live up to that commitment. We will do
that. Pass this legislation this after-
noon.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, last year we passed
a budget that boasted a ten-year unified sur-
plus totaling $5.6 trillion. The leadership
claimed that an expensive tax cut plan and
other costly initiatives were eminently afford-
able and would leave enough of the budget
surplus to eliminate most or all of the national
debt. Thus Congress passed a tax cut costing
$1.3 trillion. Unfortunately, since then, most of
that surplus has disappeared, due to the war
on terrorism, homeland security, the economic
downturn in the economy, and most signifi-
cantly, the large tax cut. The Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) recently projected that
the budget surplus decreased this year by $4
trillion.

Now, the leadership wants to make the $1.3
trillion tax cut, due to expire in 2010, perma-
nent. This extension will cost over $4 trillion
and will severely undermine the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare trust funds just as 77 million
baby boomers begin to retire. In fact, it will
spend the entire Medicare surplus and 93 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus in the next
five years. Given the current forecasts, it ap-
pears that permanent tax cuts mean perma-
nent deficits.

Furthermore, the House passed legislation
five times vowing that every single dollar of
the Social Security and Medicare trust fund
would be saved. And be put into a ‘‘lockbox’’.
Now they are going back on their word, and
spending the very money that people who are
working now are counting on for their retire-
ment security. Rather than shoring up Social
Security and Medicare, the leadership intends
to pay for this tax cut extension with the pay-
roll taxes, which will raise interest rates and
return us to deficit spending for the next ten
years.

After decades of deficit spending, it is our
responsibility to reduce the debt future genera-
tions will inherit. We must give them the capa-
bility and flexibility to meet whatever problems
or needs they face. I cannot, in good faith,
support legislation that will put our country fur-
ther into deficit spending, with a tax cut that
will benefit only the wealthiest one percent of
taxpayers.

Tax relief, however, is a bipartisan issue.
My colleagues on both sides of the aisle rec-
ognize the need for tax relief, but making the
$1.3 trillion tax cut percent is not the result of
bipartisanship. The tax cut passed last year
has already derailed the opportunity we had to
reduce our large national debt and prepare for
our future obligations to our aging population
and children’s futures. Making the tax cut per-
manent will only further exasperate our na-
tion’s poor fiscal health.

Mr. Speaker, now is not the time for the
House Leadership to pursue its own individual
agenda to score political points in an election
year. This is purely a symbolic vote timed as
millions of Americans filed their income tax re-
turns.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to op-
pose this fiscally irresponsible tax cut. We
must shore up Social Security and Medicare
and reduce the national debt before passing
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such an expensive tax cut that we cannot af-
ford. I did not come to Congress to saddles
my two boys with a debt burden they did not
create.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 586, the so-called
Tax Relief Guarantee Act.

Mr. Speaker, I have supported responsible,
common sense tax relief for hardworking
Americans in the past, and I will continue to
do so. Unfortunately, this irresponsible legisla-
tion mortgages the fiscal future of America.

The House Republican Leadership is pro-
posing to make permanent the parts of the
2001 tax cuts that most benefit the wealthiest
Americans while leaving behind millions of
middle-income families and putting the future
of Social Security in jeopardy. The cost of the
first two years of this legislation is nearly $400
billion and the cost in the second ten years—
when the baby boomers will be retiring and re-
lying on their Social Security benefits—will ex-
ceed $4 trillion. If the tax cut is made perma-
nent, every single penny of the cost over the
coming decade will come out of the Social Se-
curity and Medicare trust funds.

Mr. Speaker, the unfortunate reality of our
situation is that we have witnessed—in just
one year—the most dramatic fiscal reversal in
the history of our nation. The projected sur-
pluses are gone. Following eight straight years
of fiscal responsibility, the Republican Leader-
ship has decided to throw fiscal discipline out
the window. Making the tax permanent will
take our nation further down the road of fiscal
denial.

Mr. Speaker, making the tax cut permanent
will hurt my home state of North Carolina. In
North Carolina, we are already facing a $1 bil-
lion budget shortfall this year. If North Carolina
adopts changes to make its tax law consistent
with changes made by the Bush tax cut, it
would cost the state $258 million next year.
That money will have to be replaced by higher
taxes or reduced services. Mr. Speaker, states
all across the nation are facing the same
budget crunch. It is clear that we can ill-afford
to make the tax cut permanent when all of our
home states are hurting so badly.

Mr. Speaker, today’s debate reminds me of
a statement by my friend Gene Sperling, the
former economic advisor to the President. Mr.
Sperling said that the American Government
these days reminds him of a family with 14-
year old triplets who are all heading to Ivy
League schools. The family will be fine for five
or six years,but maybe in trouble down the
road. But instead of saving their money for the
future and paying down their debt, this family
decides to buy a yacht and take a trip around
the world. Making this tax cut permanent does
the exact same thing with our nation’s fiscal
future. Mr. Speaker, let’s not be the family that
buys the yacht. Let’s be the family that saves
wisely to ensure our continued fiscal health. I
urge my colleagues to join me in opposing
H.R. 586.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as stated on
the record many times, this Member continues
his strong opposition to the total elimination of
the estate tax on the super-rich. The reasons
for this opposition to this terrible idea have
been publicly explained on numerous occa-
sions, including statements in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

This Member has every expectation that this
legislation in total is going nowhere in the
other body. Furthermore, this Member has

every reasonable assurance, in this unpredict-
able place, that there will be a straight up-and-
down vote specifically on the elimination of the
inheritance tax. At that time, this Member will
most assuredly vote ‘‘no’’ and do everything in
his power to defeat the total repeal of the in-
heritance tax for the wealthiest Americans.

However, this Member is strongly in favor of
substantially raising the estate tax exemption
level and reducing the rate of taxation on all
levels of taxable estates and introduced legis-
lation, H.R. 42, to this effect. This Member be-
lieves that the only way to ensure that his Ne-
braska and all American small business, farm
and ranch families benefit from estate tax re-
form is to dramatically and immediately in-
crease the Federal inheritance tax exemption
level, such as provided in H.R. 42.

This Member’s bill (H.R. 42) would provide
immediate, essential Federal estate tax relief
by immediately increasing the Federal estate
tax exclusion to $10 million effective upon en-
actment. (With some estate planning, a mar-
ried couple could double the value of this ex-
clusion to $20 million. As a comparison, under
the current law for year 2001, the estate tax
exclusion is only $675,000.) In addition, H.R.
42 would adjust this $10 million exclusion for
inflation thereafter. The legislation would de-
crease the highest Federal estate tax rate
from 55% to 39.6% effective upon enactment,
as 39.6% is currently the highest Federal in-
come tax rate. Under the bill, the value of an
estate over $10 million would be taxed at the
39.6% rate. Under current law, the 55% estate
tax bracket begins for estates over $3 million.
Finally, H.R. 42 would continue to apply the
stepped-up capital gains basis to the estate,
which is provided in current law. In fact, this
Member would be willing to raise the estate
tax exclusion level to $15 million.

Since this Member believes that H.R. 42 or
similar legislation is the only way to provide
true estate tax reduction for our nation’s small
business, farm and ranch families, this Mem-
ber must use this opportunity to reiterate the
following reasons for his opposition to the total
elimination of the Federal estate tax. First, to
totally eliminate the estate tax on billionaires
and mega-millionaires would be very much
contrary to the national interest. Second, the
elimination of the estate tax also would have
a very negative impact upon the continuance
of very large charitable contributions for col-
leges and universities and other worthy institu-
tions in our country. Finally, and fortunately,
this Member believes it will never be elimi-
nated in the year 2010.

At this point it should be noted that under
the previously enacted estate tax legislation
(e.g., the Economic Growth and Tax Relief
Reconciliation Act), beginning in 2011, the
‘‘stepped-up basis’’ is eliminated (with two ex-
ceptions) such that the value of inherited as-
sets would be ‘‘carried-over’’ from the de-
ceased. Therefore, the Economic Growth and
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act could result in
unfortunate tax consequences for some heirs
as the heirs would have to pay capital gains
taxes on any increase in the value of the prop-
erty from the time the asset was acquired by
the deceased until it was sold by the heirs—
resulting in a higher capital gain and larger tax
liability for the heirs than under the current
‘‘stepped-up’’ basis law. Unfortunately, the bill
before us today (H.R. 586) apparently would
also make the stepped-up basis elimination
permanent resulting in a continuation of the

problems just noted by this Member—higher
capital gains and larger tax liability for heirs.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, while this Member
is strongly supportive of provisions in this bill
making most of the earlier tax cuts permanent,
he cannot in good conscience support the
total elimination of the inheritance tax.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, last year
this Congress passed the Economic Growth
and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001,
which reduced tax rates on individuals, mar-
ried couples and estates. When the House
considered this legislation, it was our intent to
permanently enact these cuts. In an effort to
circumvent a Senate procedural roadblock, the
House compromised with ‘‘the other body’’
and our conferees settled on the legislation
with an expiration after 10 years. It is now
time to revisit the intent of the peoples’ House
and make this relief permanent.

Unless these cuts are made permanent, the
American people will face the largest single
tax increase in history when the cuts expire on
January 1, 2011. On that date, the Marriage
penalty will return—penalizing millions of mar-
ried couples who file their taxes jointly. The
child tax credit will be cut in half. The Death
Tax will be reinstated—undermining estate
planning for family owned farms and small
businesses. Estates that would have no tax li-
ability on December 31, 2010 could experi-
ence a 55 percent tax liability on January 1,
2011. Furthersome without a permanent fix,
Americans will experience a major shift in their
ability to save for retirement. Contribution lim-
its for IRA’s will drop from $5,000 to $2,000.
Contributions to 401k plans will be cut by one-
third from $15,000 to $10,000 annually. Par-
ents saving for college will only be able to set
aside 40 percent of what they could save the
day before in their children’s education sav-
ings accounts.

Congress needs to finish the job we started
of promoting long-term economic growth by
making these cuts permanent. Without it, eco-
nomic growth, job creation and individual tax-
payers’ ability to save will be thwarted.

I am proud to have supported legislation
that is allowing Florida’s First Coast families to
keep more of their hard earned money. For
many families, the advance payments that
were sent out last year as part of the relief
package arrived just in time to pay for school
clothes and school supplies. Family expenses
like these are not one-time-expenses however,
Mr. Speaker. We need to look down the road
to make sure that the family with a child cur-
rently in elementary school is not hit with an
increased tax burden just as they are getting
ready to pay that first tuition bill. Mr. Speaker,
we need to let those planning their retirement
know that they will be able to contribute to
their retirement accounts at current or higher
levels in the future without the fear of more of
their income being diverted to pay for an in-
crease in income tax rates instead of sup-
porting them in their golden years.

We should never underestimate the good
that can be accomplished when families are
able to keep more of their money and make
spending decisions based on their needs.
Let’s do what is right for the American econ-
omy and America’s families and make the tax
relief contained in the Economic Growth and
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 perma-
nent.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
opposition to H.R. 586, an irresponsible bill to
extend the Bush tax cuts beyond 2010. At a

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 02:44 Apr 19, 2002 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A18AP7.033 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1448 April 18, 2002
time when Social Security is threatened, our
seniors can’t buy drugs, our children attend
crumbling schools, and our environment is
under attack, the Republicans can think of
nothing better to do than extend their enor-
mous tax cuts into perpetuity. This is a dis-
grace. And it’s a sad day for America.

The bush tax cut that passed last year has
already thrown our economic stability into dis-
array. Prior to enactment of the tax cut, our
Nation enjoyed a record $5.6 trillion surplus.
With that money, we could have saved Social
Security, provided a prescription drug benefit
for our seniors, strengthened our children’s
education, and protected the environment.
Now, $4 trillion of that surplus is gone, and the
rest is fading fast.

Who in their right mind would vote for this
bill? The people in my district certainly
wouldn’t, and neither would most American
families. If a family knows that one spouse is
going to be laid off and that they will soon lose
a substantial portion of their income, they
don’t go buy a Ferrari on credit! As we watch
our Nation’s resources disappear because of
the current tax cut, why do the Republicans
want to throw the rest away?

My greatest concern today is for the people
who will needlessly suffer because of the
carelessness and recklessness of this sorry
bill. Our Nation made a promise to its citizens
that we would not abandon them as they grew
older. Making these tax cuts permanent would
eliminate the money needed in 2010 and be-
yond to ensure that we keep this promise to
our seniors—through the Social Security and
Medicare programs—and fulfill our bipartisan
promise to enact a Medicare prescription drug
benefit.

The simple, unmistakable fact is that Re-
publicans don’t care about Social Security or
Medicare. They never have and they never
will. They care about their corporate contribu-
tors. And they care about the wealthy. The
rest of America, however, gets nothing but the
cold shoulder.

If the fact that this bill endangers our sen-
iors wasn’t bad enough, look at what it does
to our children. The President and his Repub-
lican allies supported passage of the ‘‘No
Child Left Behind Act’’ education bill last year.
But this year, they have failed to provide fund-
ing to actually make those education reforms
possible. As usual, the Republicans want to
appear like they care about the important
issues of working families, but they have no
interest in actually funding them. This budget
cuts last year’s education bill by $90 million
and calls for termination of forty educational
programs. This forces my constituents to ask
a very logical question: why can Republicans
find enough money for tax cuts, but can’t find
enough money for our kids?

Again, the budget surplus has shrunk by $4
trillion in one year. Extending the tax cuts will
cost $400 billion over just two years, in 2011
and 2012. Analysts estimate that the 10 years
after that, the tax cuts will cost more than $4
trillion! The Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities estimates that the size of the tax cut is
more than twice as large as the Social Secu-
rity financing gap. To make matters worse,
these reckless tax cuts will go into effect when
the baby boom generation starts to retire,
Medicare faces a funding shortfall, and pre-
scription drug prices undoubtedly will be high-
er than ever.

I urge my colleagues to stop and think
about what an additional tax cut today will

mean for our families—especially our seniors
and children.

Republicans cut taxes for sport, but this is
no game. This bill affects the lives of every
American, the very people who have elected
us to look out for them and to represent their
interests here. Today’s bill does nothing to
help America. I urge a No vote.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, when Con-
gress considered the president’s tax proposal
last spring, we had budget surpluses as far as
the eye could see. Back then the Republicans
argued that we could have it all, that the sur-
pluses were so large we could strengthen So-
cial Security and Medicare, make necessary
investments in education and health and still
have enough left over to pass their tax cut,
half of which benefited the wealthiest one-per-
cent of Americans.

Well, to put it simply: they were wrong.
Since that time, the economy has slowed to a
halt, layoffs have soared and $4 trillion of the
surpluses have evaporated, the quickest turn-
around in our history. The president’s own
numbers show that the tax cut is the main cul-
prit, accounting for almost half of the dis-
appearance of the surplus. And the Repub-
lican budget is already draining the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund.

So what is the Republicans’ solution? They
propose to make the tax cut permanent which
will cost $4 trillion in the decade after 2012.
That is $4 trillion gone at precisely the same
time we will need the funds to shore up Social
Security and preserve Medicare. At a time
when we have serious budgetary challenges
before us, we should be meeting the priorities
of the American people, not giving away the
farm. Making the tax cut permanent for the
wealthiest 1 percent alone will total an amount
one-and-a-half times the entire Department of
Education budget. We should be investing in
our kids, not giving away their future.

Mr. Speaker, it is not fair, it not responsible
and it is terrible policy. I urge my colleagues
to reject this bill and leave this money in the
Social Security Trust Fund where it belongs.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 586, the Tax Relief Guarantee
Act of 2002. While I support the bill in its en-
tirety, I am particularly enthusiastic as regards
to the chairman’s amendment to this legisla-
tion.

Last year we passed historic tax reform leg-
islation. I am proud to have supported it in the
House and I am very pleased that, on June 7,
2001 President Bush signed the largest tax re-
duction in 20 years into law. The measure re-
duced the ‘‘marriage penalty,’’ starting in 2005;
it doubled the child tax credit by 2010; it re-
pealed the death tax in 2010 after cutting the
top rate from 55 percent to 45 percent; and it
increased annual contribution limits on indi-
vidual retirement accounts (IRAs) and other
retirement accounts. The measure also tempo-
rarily increased the income limits exempting
taxpayers from the alternative minimum tax.
This provision is in effect for 2001 through
2003.

The President’s tax relief plan was emi-
nently fair. It cut taxes for every taxpayer. No
one was targeted in and no one was targeted
out. It provided enormous tax relief to lower-
income taxpayers and will take millions off the
tax rolls altogether. It left the tax system even
more progressive than previous law. Unfortu-
nately, as enacted, all of the measure’s provi-
sions will be repealed on December 31, 2010.

That’s right, Mr. Speaker, January 1, 2011, the
tax code will revert back to the provisions that
were in effect before President Bush’s tax re-
lief legislation was signed into law. For exam-
ple, beginning January 1, 2011, taxpayers in
the lowest bracket (currently 10 percent) will
see their tax burden increase by 50 percent
when the lowest bracket reverts back to 15
percent. When that happens, we will have the
single largest tax increase in the history of our
country. This could result in one of the largest
tax increases in American history, one that
could also destabilize long-term economic
growth. A family of four with an income of
$47,000 in 2002 would face a tax hike of
$1,928 in 2011—a 100 percent tax increase!
Mr. Speaker, that is unacceptable.

So we are left in a situation whereby the
marriage penalty tax, the death tax, and high-
er marginal rates will all rear their ugly heads
come 2011 unless we take action to eliminate
them permanently. In the words of Speaker
HASTERT, ‘‘How can a family make plans to
pass on the family farm or small business if
there is no death tax on Dec. 31, 2010, and
there is a death tax on Jan. 1, 2011?’’ How in-
deed, Mr. Speaker?

This legislation also includes a package of
taxpayer rights provisions, which I support.
The bill also moves up—from 2003 to 2002—
the effective date of the special needs adop-
tion tax credit provided in last year’s legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not perfect. There is
even more that we can do to ease the bur-
dens placed on American taxpayers. For ex-
ample, I believe we must eliminate the indi-
vidual alternative minimum tax. This tax was
never sound policy, but it is rapidly becoming
an onerous and grossly inappropriate levy.
Unfortunately, this legislation does extend ex-
emptions to this individual alternative minimum
tax that will expire in 2003. I would also like
to see additional disincentives to charitable
giving removed, such as is provided for in my
bill to remove charitable contributions from
those itemized deductions that are subject to
an income cap.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue to fight for these
and other tax reductions. In the meantime, I
would like to commend Chairman THOMAS and
the Rules Committee for crafting such a fine
amendment. I urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of the amendment, and in favor on final
passage.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, making last years
tax cut permanent endangers our ability to
fund many of our shared priorities and is fis-
cally irresponsible.

I joined many of my fellow colleagues in op-
posing last year’s tax cut because we knew it
would cause a budget deficit and fleece Social
Security. And we were right. Now we are
being asked to make these extravagant tax
cuts permanent. Many of my colleagues whom
used to preach fiscal responsibility in this
house, now blindly vote to bankrupt our gov-
ernment further and burden our children with
a mountain of debt. These tax cuts were the
wrong remedy for an ailing economy and now
making them part of our fiscal sustenance is
just bad medicine. We all know these tax cuts
grossly benefit the rich. We had an opportunity
to pass a Democratic alternative which would
have greatly increased the tax relief for work-
ing families. Instead we chose to steal from
our senior citizens by robbing from Social Se-
curity and dumping off more debt on our chil-
dren. And today the Republican leadership
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asks us to continue on this reckless fiscal
path.

When I was first elected, I told my constitu-
ents I would fight for our common interests
and priorities. I promised our seniors that I
would protect Social Security and support a
prescription drug benefit. I promised our vet-
erans there would be money for their health
care. I promised our soldiers and sailors a well
deserved pay raise. And I promised our young
people that I would expand their educational
opportunities and not rack up more debt. I am
still fighting for them, and making these tax
cuts permanent makes it even harder to meet
these priorities. While, the Republican Con-
gress is running the government’s budget on
a credit card spending plan, I am explaining to
my constituents why their government cannot
pay the bills.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote
down making permanent these fiscally irre-
sponsible tax cuts. Let us consider our chil-
dren, our working families, and our senior citi-
zens before increasing the national debt, raid-
ing Social Security, and cutting the taxes of
the very wealthy.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 586, the Tax Relief
Guarantee Act of 2002. I urge my colleagues
to support this important measure.

H.R. 586 was an important measure that
made significant changes to the penalty and
interest sections of the Internal Revenue Code
and strengthened taxpayer protections against
unfair IRS collection practices and procedures.
The full House passed it by voice vote in May
2001, and was subsequently approved by the
Senate.

When the other body attached an amend-
ment to H.R. 586 to advance the effective
date of the adoption credit provision by one
year, it necessitated additional approval from
the House. The Rules Committee then ap-
proved further amending the bill to make the
tax cut provisions passed by Congress last
year permanent.

In the landmark tax relief legislation passed
last year, the various provisions were set to be
phased in over the following 10 years. How-
ever, all of these various tax reduction provi-
sions, including the repeal of the death tax,
marriage penalty relief, the lowering of mar-
ginal rates, and the creation of the new 10
percent tax bracket, are set to sunset after
2010.

This legislation will repeal those sunset pro-
visions, outlined in Title IX of H.R. 1836, mak-
ing the important tax relief passed last year
permanent. By doing this, H.R. 586 will dem-
onstrate to the American people that Congress
was serious about enacting tax cuts, and that
last year’s action was not a mere short-term
phenomenon. The American people deserve
to know that the tax relief they enjoyed last
year, especially the extra money from the
$600 rebates, will be around for years to
come, and will not arbitrarily disappear after
2010. This bill will accomplish this objective,
and is deserving of our support.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, it is time to
honor the commitment we made to American
families when we passed the tax cuts last
year. It is time to help family farmers and fam-
ily business owners plan for their retirement. It
is time to pass legislation that makes those
tax cuts permanent.

Since my election to Congress in 1996, I
have consistently supported efforts to elimi-

nate the federal estate tax. Over the years, as
I have visited with folks all over my district in
northeast Texas, I have heard horror stories
from families who were forced to sell all or
part of their family business or farm just to pay
the estate taxes—which reduced their inherit-
ances by over 55 percent. I found that only
about 30 percent of family businesses make it
beyond one generation, and only 13 percent
make it to the third generation. That simply
isn’t what America is about.

Farmers, especially, struggle every day to
just get by. Farmers were left out in the cold
during the economic boon of the late 1990’s
and suffered as others were acquiring riches.
Eliminating the estate tax is one way to help
farmers pass along their limited savings to
their children, and their children’s children. Not
only does this punitive tax cause financial
problems for families, some of whom are
forced to sell property that has been in the
family for generations or businesses built over
a lifetime, but local economies are also hurt
when jobs are lost and businesses close.
Clearly, the social and economic costs of the
estate tax far outweigh the revenue it provides
for the federal government.

Last year, I supported efforts to eliminate
the federal estate tax, voting for legislation
that phased-out the estate tax over 10 years.
Unfortunately, the final version of the tax bill
would not fully eliminate the estate tax until
2010 and then would re-establish the estate
tax in 2011. The tax cut needs to be made
permanent now so that American families can
make long-term plans when planning for retire-
ment and planning to pass their assets on to
their children.

The tax cut legislation also contained many
other important provisions that together have
helped mitigate the recession by pumping
nearly $40 billion into the economy. Among
the other important provisions are the phase-
out of the marriage tax penalty—which re-
moved the disincentive to marriage contained
in the U.S. tax code. Making the tax cuts per-
manent means that American couples can
count on their taxes being lower—rather than
facing a big increase in their taxes in 2011.

Like many of my colleagues, I am con-
cerned about Social Security and making sure
that it continues to provide our nation’s seniors
with income security. When I first voted for the
tax cuts in 2001, I was assured that there was
plenty of money to pay for the tax cuts without
tapping into either the Social Security or Medi-
care trust funds. Since that time, the economic
conditions in our country have changed. How-
ever, it appears that by 2011 and 2012, even
under revised estimates, there should still be
plenty of money to pay for extending the tax
cuts.

I would have preferred that my Republican
colleagues would have allowed a vote on an
important amendment to this legislation that
would have made the tax cuts permanent
while ensuring that the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds were protected. As I
mentioned last year, when I supported the
original tax cut legislation, I would have pre-
ferred that the tax cuts include a trigger allow-
ing delay of the tax cuts in times of national
emergencies.

This legislation also contains some impor-
tant provisions, commonly referred to as the
Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights. These provisions
make a number of changes to Internal Rev-
enue Service (IRS) practices and procedures

including debt collection practices, penalties
for overdue taxes, privacy of taxpayer informa-
tion and IRS employee conduct. These are
common sense provisions that will make the
IRS work better for American taxpayers while
balancing enforcement with customer service.

I believe that this legislation is both impor-
tant and good policy. Today’s vote simply
changes tax law beginning in 2011. It does
nothing to change taxes today. I urge my col-
leagues to support making the tax cuts perma-
nent and to honor the commitment we made
last year to America’s families.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I can-
not support this proposition. I think everyone
in the chamber knows what is going on today.
We all know why the Republican leadership
has brought this bill forward. They are more
interested in trying to score some political
points than in trying to work in a bipartisan
way to address the budget and the economy.
I do not think that the supporters of this pro-
posal expect it to become law this year. So, it
might be said that there is no reason not to
vote for it. But that would not be the respon-
sible thing to do. A vote for this would be a
vote for the underlying tax legislation in the
form that it passed the House last year. I
voted against that bill because it was based
on economic projections that were very doubt-
ful then—and that now have been shown to
have been wildly over-optimistic.

When that bill was passed, the economic
weather seemed bright—we did not yet know
that we already were in recession—and the
sponsors of the bill claimed that we could rely
on that to continue not just for a matter of
months but for a full decade. Now, considering
the dramatic change in economic conditions
and the need for increased resources to fight
terrorism and for homeland defense, it would
seem reasonable to review the legislation to
see if it needs adjusting. But instead, the sup-
porters of the legislation are calling on us to
say that nothing has changed and that we
should permanently lock into place all of its
provisions.

I am not opposed to cutting taxes. I have
supported—and still support—a substantial re-
duction in income taxes and the elimination of
the ‘‘marriage penalty.’’ I have supported—and
still support—increasing the child credit and
making it refundable so that it will benefit more
lower-income families. And I have supported—
and still support—reforming, but not repealing,
the estate tax. But the affordability of last
year’s tax bill depended on uncertain projec-
tions of continuing budget surpluses that now
may inspire nostalgia but are otherwise mean-
ingless. As I said last year, the tax bill was a
riverboat gamble. It put at risk our economic
stability, the future of Medicare and Social Se-
curity, and our ability to make needed invest-
ments in health and education. For me, the
stakes were too high and the odds were too
long, and I had to vote against it.

Those same considerations still apply. I
agree with the Concord Coalition that we
should not ‘‘compound the problem by making
the entire package permanent,’’ and so I can-
not vote for this proposal.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, we have the
unique opportunity before us to help American
families. In my district, the average working
family of four makes about $36,000 a year.
Failing to make these tax cuts permanent, ef-
fectively is a vote for significantly increasing
the taxes of working Americans.
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By making the tax cuts passed by the

House almost a year ago permanent, Ameri-
cans will not face a $2,000 increase in their
taxes in 2011. If these tax cuts were allowed
to sunset, we would again be taxing those
saving for higher education—putting it out of
reach for many middle-class Americans. It has
always struck me as odd that the federal gov-
ernment taxes balances in prepaid tuition pro-
grams which in my mind defeats the whole
purpose of these valuable programs. Failing to
enact this legislation would reinstate taxes on
this valuable tool used by middle-class Ameri-
cans to pay for their children’s higher edu-
cation. And make no mistake—this is a tax on
middle class Americans. In Pennsylvania, fam-
ilies with an annual income of less than
$35,000 purchased 62 percent of the prepaid
tuition contracts sold in 1996. Refusing to
make this tax cut permanent will also cost
families up to $20,000 a year as the contribu-
tions to education savings accounts shrink
from $2,000 to $500 in 2011.

But beyond that college graduates—many of
whom have substantial debt—would be re-
stricted on claiming a tax deduction for their
borrowing. They would again be limited to 60
months for deducting their student loan inter-
est, but the expiration of this tax provision
goes one step further. The income limits
would regress to the 2001 limit meaning the
$100,000 caps for single taxpayers would drop
to $40,000 while $150,000 for joint returns
would drop to $60,000. $40,000 in 2002 barely
pays for most college educations. I can only
imagine what this equates to in 2011 dollars.

College is no longer simply for the wealthy.
More and more parents and children realize
college is a prerequisite for attaining their
dreams. Make no mistake, the debt loads are
prohibitive. Congress recognized this and took
the appropriate steps to help these students
achieve their goals. By not providing perma-
nency to these tax cuts, Congress would deal
a severe blow to those who recognize that an
education is an investment in the future. We
should not further punish struggling families
and college grads by reinstating taxes, which
are the tools they depend on to make college
more affordable.

Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
we are considering this legislation today be-
cause this is the right course for America and
the right course for our economic future.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues across the aisle
will continue to use scare tactics to say that by
voting for this bill you are voting to strip sen-
iors of their Social Security. We all know that
this is simply not true. The fact of the matter
is that there will be no reduction in Social Se-
curity or Medicare benefits as a result of the
tax cut. Those are promises made and prom-
ises that will be honored. We owe it to our
seniors to be honest about how Social Secu-
rity works, similar to a bank, who takes in a
depositor’s money, credits the amount to the
depositor’s account, and then loans it out. In
effect, what they are saying is that we are tak-
ing Treasury bills out of the trust fund to hand
out as tax cuts. This is a ridiculous assertion.
Social Security reform is a worthy discussion,
but it is one for another day.

At the same time, many will argue that we
are burdening our children with huge debt by
voting for this measure. I could not disagree
more strongly. We constantly hear from our
‘‘tax and spend’’ friends that our tax cuts need
to be at a level ‘‘that we can afford.’’ That is

precisely the problem. Our government has
become too large and is asking too much of
the American people, to the point where it de-
presses economic growth. We must realize
that our federal budget has gotten out of con-
trol and that Washington does not always
know how best to spend the taxpayers’
money.

Since the passage of last year’s tax bill I
have heard from many constituents that have
benefited from the measure. The simple fact is
that the federal government has long over-
charged the American public, and now is the
time to permanently change this disturbing
trend. We cannot, and we should not, forgo
this opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, my constituents sent me here
to work for less taxes, less government and
more personal freedom. For the sake of all
hard-working Americans, let’s make these tax
cuts permanent. I rise in support of this impor-
tant legislation.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, one of the
most disturbing trends for governance in
America is the tendency to have short-term
political expediency regarding budget, tax, and
fiscal affairs trump responsible long-term pol-
icy. State and federal statutes and initiatives
have been passed, which allow politicians and
the public to feel good in the short term, give
the illusion of solving problems, but setting up
in the long term a fiscal train wreck.

We have seen in state after state where tax
cuts in the 1990s were joined by formulas for
education and corrections that basically put
the services in a form of autopilot. Money
went automatically to certain forms of edu-
cation expenditure while corrections systems
were mandated to incarcerate more people for
longer periods of time. These ‘‘focus group’’
driven policy initiatives, many ratified by voters
without a careful analysis of the con-
sequences, effectively painted states and the
federal government into a corner. Everybody
appears or at least acts like they are power-
less. In the short term, given a conflicting set
of legislative and voter approved initiatives, a
good argument can be made that they are.
While policies and politics are sorted out,
basic services suffer and public frustration
grows.

On the federal level, we are in the midst of
unraveling solid progress of the last decade to
reign in federal spending and to impose some
degree of fiscal discipline. While I didn’t agree
with all of the initiatives, and in fact voted
against some as a Member of Congress, we
were headed along a path that gave us
choices to either restore draconian cuts or
make other adjustments to help meet legiti-
mate needs of our citizens.

One year ago, the projected 10-year budget
surplus was $5.6 trillion and elimination of the
public debt was projected by 2010. Now, with
record increases in Defense spending and the
impacts of last year’s recession well analyzed,
the Republican leadership is attempting to
make permanent tax cuts that will destroy any
semblance of fiscal sanity. To fund a tax cut
that delivers 44 percent of the benefits to the
wealthiest 1 percent, the Republican budget
invades the Social Security Trust Fund for a
total of $1.5 trillion over the next ten years and
$4.0 trillion in the following decade. The ab-
surdity of the Republican leadership’s fiscal
policy would have a devastating effect on the
federal government’s ability to fulfill its commit-
ments, such as Social Security and Medicare,

and respond to unexpected events, like war
and recession, for decades to come.

The raid on Social Security and Medicare
surpluses is not the only problem. The edu-
cation of our children, the traffic congestion in
our cities, and concerns about our drinking
water and air quality are a few of the greatest
challenges facing our communities. To put the
size of the Republican leadership’s tax cut and
domestic priorities in perspective, when fully
effective the tax cut will be—four times the
budget for the entire Department of Edu-
cation—more than three times as large as the
Department of Transportation; and—twenty-
four times the size of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.

This week’s series of votes marks a cul-
mination of the worst instincts of the political
process on the federal level and the abroga-
tion of our federal responsibilities. A year ago
I voted against a tax cut that was based on
faulty logic at a time when our economy was
softening and when we had not kept commit-
ments we said had priority. Our Medicare sys-
tem is sadly out of date with modern medical
realities and faces three serious threats: (1) It
doesn’t meet the needs of seniors today who
rely on ever increasing amounts of expensive
drug therapy; (2) It artificially reduces costs by
squeezing providers with a reimbursement
rate for doctors and hospitals that are dramati-
cally below the actual cost of service; (3) The
long term stability of the Medicare program is
jeopardized, while costs of this jerry-rigged
system are going to explode at precisely the
time there will be more pressures for Social
Security funding.

The consensus of people I meet in Oregon
and around the country is that these policies
are irresponsible. We ought to allow the ma-
jority in the House and Senate—both Repub-
licans and Democrats—to work together to
solve these problems. We ought not to have
empty partisan maneuvering that is a cal-
culated to further erode political trust and pub-
lic confidence. This charade has only destruc-
tive results. It will further inflame partisan ten-
sions, polarize people, and make it harder to
do what responsible members of Congress
and most of the public know needs to hap-
pen—put our fiscal house in order.

Were it to actually be enacted into law it
would further tighten our fiscal straightjacket,
making it harder to fulfill responsibilities and
promises, while creating artificial crises that
will haunt us for years to come. This isn’t just
shameless political posturing before an elec-
tion. It is evidence of a political process that
is rapidly losing its capacity to respond in a
thoughtful, dignified, and public-spirited
fashion.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, yet again I
stand here perplexed by the actions of my Re-
publican colleagues. Will they never cease to
amaze me? Perhaps one day I will realize that
there are no lengths my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle won’t go to in order to
help their fat cat buddies.

I would note that the wealthiest one percent
of the population will receive half of the bene-
fits from this extension. The wealthiest one
percent! I ask you, Mr. Speaker, do the
wealthiest one percent of our population need
our help? I think not.

Based on the most recent CBO estimates,
permanently extending last year’s ridiculous
tax cuts will increase the deficit by another
$374 billion through 2012.
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Mr. Speaker, just over a year ago, I stood

in this very spot and urged my colleagues to
vote against the Republicans’ ill conceived tax
scheme. Here we are, one year later and al-
ready back in deficit spending. Because of
these absurd tax cuts and the Republican
budget, we are taking $1.5 trillion out of the
Social Security Trust Fund over the next 10
years.

Mr. Speaker, the most simple laws of math
dictate that we cannot carry out our priorities,
Democratic or Republican, with this scheme. It
is critical that we pass a Medicare prescription
drug benefit and address the dramatically ris-
ing cost of Social Security as the baby
boomers retire. Where will we get the money?
How will we pay for homeland security and the
President’s war on terrorism? How does the
President intend to fund his star wars program
or increase the defense budget? How will the
landmark education reform the President has
advocated by carried out without any funding?

Making this tax cut permanent will raise the
10 year cost of last year’s tax bill to $2 trillion.
Can we afford it? The answer, Mr. Speaker, is
no.

George Santayana, whose writings and wis-
dom I have found to serve those in politics,
said: Those who cannot remember the past
are condemned to repeat it. It is clear, Mr.
Speaker, that my Republican colleagues have
a very short memory.

Not only do I strongly urge my colleagues to
reject this bill, I would also ask that they join
me in cosponsoring a bill introduced by my
good friend from Massachusetts, Representa-
tive FRANK. His bill, H.R. 2935, would repeal
the reduction in the top income tax rate. This
would add about $100 billion to federal rev-
enue over the next 10 years. All of this money
would go into the Social Security and Medi-
care Trust Funds, where it is needed.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
oppose this legislation to extend last year’s tax
cut beyond 2010. Passage of this bill will only
serve to further erode the Social Security
Trust Fund and leave those who will be retir-
ing in the next decade wondering if promises
made will be kept.

Almost a year ago, we passed an unfair tax
cut which gave the top one percent of income
earners almost 40 percent of the tax benefits.
It was not right then, it is not right now, and
it will not be right in 2011, when this legislation
takes effect.

The world changed on September 11. We
are now fighting a war on terrorism which I
strongly support. We now must provide addi-
tional funds for homeland security. I support
this also.

But within the last ten months, since the
$1.35 trillion tax cut was passed, we have
gone from a projected surplus of $5.6 trillion to
deficit spending. Forty percent of the dis-
appearing surplus, the greatest chunk, is at-
tributed to the tax cut. I supported a tax cut,
but not this one which did nothing, in my view,
to stimulate the economy. It only served to
make the wealthier among us better off. In my
view, it would be unwise to make it perma-
nent.

Instead, I believe it would be more prudent
to address the issues that many of my con-
stituency are talking to me about every week-
end when I am home in Arizona. Seniors are
worried about where they will find the money
to pay for their prescription drugs. Parents are
trying to find the best schools for their chil-

dren; schools that are not overcrowded, and
that are not in disrepair, and that have the
most modern equipment and qualified teach-
ers. Young adults are searching for ways to
afford college and they need Pell Grants and
other means of financial support. While it ap-
pears the economy is on its way to recovering,
unemployment continues to rise and people
want to know that there are training opportuni-
ties out there if they don’t have a job or if they
should lose the one they do have. With the
tremendous growth in Arizona, people are
worried about affordable housing.

These are the issues that are important to
most Americans.

Mr. Speaker, we all support tax cuts. We all
believe that Americans should keep more of
their hard earned money. But we also know
that there are many needs out there is our
country.

I regret that I will not able to support this ex-
tension of last year’s tax cut. Nor will I be able
to support any further tax cuts that are being
considered. New tax cuts or the extension of
this tax cut means we will continue to raid So-
cial Security and further neglect the people
who are not among the top income earners in
this country.

I urge my colleagues to reject this unfair,
unwise, and unjust legislation.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to this misguided legislation.

Last year the House, against my opposition,
passed a massive tax cut. That legislation will
reduce federal revenues by more than a trillion
dollars. If the additional interest costs of this
tax cut are added in, the total change in the
federal government’s financial standing comes
close to two trillion dollars. I should add that
many of the provisions in last year’s tax cut
bill were phased in gradually, so that the total
annual impact of the bill would not be felt for
nearly a decade. The provisions in the legisla-
tion enacted last year would expire after ten
years—but if we make those provisions per-
manent, as the bill currently under consider-
ation would do, recent estimates indicate that
in the decade after 2012, they will reduce fed-
eral resources by four trillion dollars.

As I said last year during House consider-
ation, of the tax cut bill, ‘‘the revenue loss to
the federal government will explode after the
year 2001—just when millions of Baby
Boomers retire, the cost of Social Security and
Medicare will explode.’’ Given the current chal-
lenges that face Social Security and Medicare,
it seemed to me then—and it seems to me
now—that we ought to spent the coming dec-
ade preparing for the anticipated increased fu-
ture demands that will be placed on Social Se-
curity and Medicare by paying down some of
our $5 trillion national debt. Instead, Repub-
licans in Congress cut taxes dramatically and
produced budget deficits for the foreseeable
future.

It is a shame that we squandered the oppor-
tunity last year to invest in our nation’s future.
It is a disgrace that today our Republican col-
leagues propose to dig the hole deeper. I urge
my colleagues to do the sensible thing and
pursue a conservative, fiscally responsible fed-
eral budget policy.

I will oppose this misguided legislation, and
I urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, here
comes the train again. Last month, my Repub-
lican colleagues passed a fiscally irresponsible
budget that called for spending hundreds of

billions of dollars from the Social Security
Trust Fund on tax cuts for the wealthy.

Mr. Speaker, we gambled with tax cuts last
year, we gambled again last month, and here
we are today, rolling the dice one more time.

In 1999, 2000, and 2001, Republicans in
this chamber voted seven times to fully protect
the Social Security Trust Fund. George W.
Bush echoed the theme on the campaign trail
and during the Presidential debates—he want-
ed to put those reserves in a ‘‘lock-box’’ to
prevent it from being used to pay for tax cuts
or additional spending. Even the beloved
Speaker of the House stated, ‘‘We are going
to wall off the Social Security Trust Funds
. . . We are not going to dip into that at all.’’
Remember when you said that, Mr. Speaker?

Now it appears that the government will raid
the Social Security surplus for as far as the
eye can see. And extending the tax cuts per-
manently would only worsen the deteriorating
fiscal outlook.

Mr. Speaker, this bill amounts to an
intergenerational mugging. Our children will
pay for the debt we incur today. The 75-year
cost of making the tax cuts permanent would
be more than twice as great as the entire
shortfall projected in the Social Security Trust
Fund.

Furthermore, this bill, and you won’t hear
the Republicans mention this during the de-
bate, will also cost the U.S. Treasury $4 trillion
during the decade after 2012—just when the
Baby Boomers are retiring in earnest and both
the Social Security and Medicare systems are
coming under mounting financial strain. If the
congressional Republicans continue to sac-
rifice the safety of Social Security and Medi-
care, for the sake of tax cuts for the wealthy,
America will be a country where the rich stay
healthy and the sick stay poor. If we simply
look at the budget forecast, it is clear that per-
manent tax cuts mean permanent deficits.

Mr. Speaker, these tax cuts are so heavily
skewed to benefit the wealthy that the richest
one-percent of taxpayers would receive tax
breaks that equal one and one half times the
entire budget of the Department of Education.
If we completely repeal the estate tax, in par-
ticular, we’ll be essentially creating
intergenerational gated communities. Our capi-
talist friend, Adam Smith, said, ‘‘A power to
dispose of estates for ever is manifestly ab-
surd. The earth and the fullness of it belongs
to every generation, and the preceding one
can have no right to bind it up from posterity.

Mr. Speaker, this chamber sometimes
seems like the House of Lords, because it at-
tempts to do everything in its power to protect
the pseudo-aristocracy. Mr. Speaker, we need
this bill about as much as we need a runaway
train. I urge my colleagues to oppose this
campaign sop, disguised in the form of H.R.
586.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 390,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 229, noes 198,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 103]

AYES—229

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode

Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—198

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman

Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps

Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)

Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich

LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps

Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—8

Clement
Delahunt
Hastings (FL)

Jones (OH)
Oberstar
Rogers (KY)

Roukema
Traficant

b 1450
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. ACKERMAN, and

Mr. OWENS changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated against:
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, this after-

noon I greatly enjoyed the opportunity to visit
with high school students from Becker, Min-
nesota who are participating in the Close-Up
program. As a result of our visit, I was unable
to record my vote during the consideration of
the misguided tax legislation that will under-
mine Social Security.

Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘no’’ on rollcall 103, for I strongly opposed last
year’s irresponsible tax bill, and I certainly do
not support making these tax law changes
permanent. If enacted, this fiscally reckless
plan would spend $400 billion on tax cuts for
the wealthy, every penny of which comes di-
rectly out of Social Security.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the purpose of inquiring about the
schedule of next week.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to announce that the House has
completed recorded votes for the week.

The House will next meet for legisla-
tive business on Tuesday, April 23 at
12:30 p.m., that is for morning hour,
and at 2 o’clock p.m. for legislative
business. On Tuesday I will schedule a
number of measures under suspension
of the rules, a list of which will be dis-
tributed to Members’ offices tomorrow.
The House will also take any recorded
votes on motions to instruct conferees
offered later today. On Tuesday, re-
corded votes will be postponed until
6:30 p.m.

For Wednesday and Thursday, I have
scheduled H.R. 3763, the Corporate and
Auditing Accountability, Responsi-
bility, and Transparency Act of 2002,
reported out of the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services on Tuesday, and H.R.
3231, the Immigration Reform and Ac-
countability Act of 2002, reported out
of the Committee on the Judiciary last
week.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for
informing us of the days for the INS re-
structuring bill and the Committee on
Financial Services accounting bill.

While I have the floor, Mr. Speaker,
may I say to the distinguished major-
ity leader, I wish to register a point of
deep concern to our side of the aisle.
There seems to be a recurring pattern
this year where there are no sub-
stitutes or alternatives allowed on
major, major bills. Today, the proce-
dure did not even permit a motion to
recommit to protect Social Security.
Despite repeated promises to always
guarantee the motion to Democrats,
today it was denied on one of the most
important votes in this Congress. I
want to register objection and dis-
appointment to this and ask the leader
if he wishes to comment.

Mr. ARMEY. Again, Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for her in-
quiry. I do appreciate the concerns ex-
pressed by the gentlewoman. The par-
liamentary rules between our two re-
spective bodies on an exchange between
the two bodies do not allow for motions
to recommit on legislation action
taken today. The action we took today,
of course, was to advance the work
that was sent to us by the other body
with respect to adoption of the tax
credit, a very important objective of
all of the body, and we were able to in
this way manage all three things.

But I want to appreciate again the
gentlewoman’s concerns, her expres-
sion, and say that it is indeed some-
thing that we pay most concern and
credibility to.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, there were
those among us who would have tried
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to, by procedure, hold up the pro-
ceedings of the House; but we wanted,
such as it was, to have as much of a de-
bate as we could on an issue of major
concern to the American people. I
think that we all recognize that we
come to this floor with differences of
opinion, or range of opinion, on issues.
Sometimes we can act in a bipartisan
way, and that is great for the Amer-
ican people. They expect and deserve us
to try and seek a common ground.

Where we do not have it, though, we
must stand our ground; and I do not see
why we could not have an opportunity
to have a fuller debate on the subject.
I do not understand why the Repub-
licans would be afraid of a motion to
recommit to save Social Security; and
I hope that this does not proceed, be-
cause I think it could be very dam-
aging to our relationships in this
House; and I know that we want to pro-
ceed in as much of a bipartisan fashion
as possible.

I thank the gentleman for the infor-
mation.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT, MONDAY, APRIL 22,
2002, TO FILE REPORT ON H.R.
3231, THE BARBARA JORDAN IM-
MIGRATION REFORM AND AC-
COUNTABILITY ACT OF 2002

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary have until
midnight on Monday, April 22, to file a
report to accompany H.R. 3231.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, April 17, 2002.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Office of the Speaker, House of Representa-

tives, Washington, DC.
DEAR DENNY: This is to notify you that ef-

fective today, April 17, I am resigning my
seat on the House Transportation Com-
mittee.

Sincerely,
JOHN COOKSEY,

Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.
f

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO COM-
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE AND COMMITTEE
ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 391), and I ask unan-

imous consent for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 391

Resolved, That the following Members be
and are hereby elected to the following
standing committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives:

Education and the Workforce: Mr. Wilson
of South Carolina.

Transportation and Infrastructure: Mr.
Sullivan of Oklahoma.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid upon

the table.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 3763, THE COR-
PORATE AND AUDITING AC-
COUNTABILITY, RESPONSIBILITY
AND TRANSPARENCY ACT OF
2002, AND H.R. 3231, THE BAR-
BARA JORDAN IMMIGRATION RE-
FORM AND ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT OF 2002

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, today a
‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter will be sent to
all Members informing them that the
Committee on Rules is planning to
meet next week to grant a rule which
may limit the amendment process for
H.R. 3763, the Corporate and Auditing
Accountability, Responsibility and
Transparency Act of 2002.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment to this bill should submit
55 copies of the amendment, one copy
of a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by 2 p.m. on Tuesday, April 23, to
the Committee on Rules up in H–312
here in the Capitol.

Amendments should be drafted to the
text of the bill as reported by the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, which is
expected to be filed on Monday, April
22. The text will be available on the
Web sites of both the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services and the Committee on
Rules.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain that
their amendments comply with the
Rules of the House.

In addition, today a ‘‘Dear Col-
league’’ will be sent to all Members in-
forming them that the Committee on
Rules is also planning to meet next
week to grant a rule on H.R. 3231, the
Barbara Jordan Immigration Reform
and Accountability Act of 2002. The
Committee on Rules may grant a rule
which may limit the amendment proc-
ess for H.R. 3231.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment to this bill should submit

55 copies of the amendment and one
copy of a brief explanation of the
amendment by 12 noon on Wednesday,
April 24, to the Committee on Rules in
H–312 in the Capitol.

Members should draft their amend-
ments to the bill as reported by the
Committee on the Judiciary, which
will be available on the Web sites of
both the Committee on the Judiciary
and the Committee on Rules.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, Members
should use the Office of Legislative
Counsel to ensure that their amend-
ments are properly drafted and should
check with the Office of the Parliamen-
tarian to be certain their amendments
comply with the Rules of the House.

f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
APRIL 22, 2002

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
APRIL 23, 2002

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, April 22,
2002, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, April 23, for morning hour de-
bates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2646, FARM SECURITY
ACT of 2001

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. DOOLEY of California moves that the

managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill H.R. 2646 (an Act to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural programs through
fiscal year 2011) be instructed: to agree to
the provisions contained in section 335 of the
Senate amendment, relating to agricultural
trade with Cuba.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OTTER). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DIAZ-BALART) each will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the motion that I am
offering today is one which is advanc-
ing and continuing the policy of eco-
nomic engagement that this country
has embraced. It is a policy to ensure
that we can provide economic opportu-
nities for all sectors of our economy,
whether it be the farmers in California,
Missouri, or Washington, or wherever
else in this country.

It ensures that we are going to be
able to provide for the sale of goods to
Cuba, and to make one minor modifica-
tion to our existing law, which is to
allow private financing of the sale of
those goods. This is an important step
forward if we truly are committed to
trying to provide for additional mar-
kets for our farmers in this country.

It is also an important step forward
because many of us believe by advanc-
ing a policy of economic engagement
which is consistent with this motion, it
will also do more than we could other-
wise in terms of ensuring that we are
going to see progress in the advance-
ment of democracy, the advancement
of personal freedoms in Cuba itself.

We have been able, I think, to have a
case study in terms of what a policy of
isolation has done in Cuba over the
past 40 or 50 years, when we have seen
very little progress in seeing the ad-
vancement of personal freedoms in
Cuba. We have found in other areas of
the world where we have reached out
and we have engaged in trade, we have
actually seen not only economic oppor-
tunities, but we have seen significant
progress on the social front with the
advancement of democracy, the ad-
vancement of human rights, the ad-
vancement of religious freedoms.

I am confident if this body instructs
the conferees to adopt the Senate posi-
tion, we will be providing benefits for
U.S. citizens, but also we will be em-
powering the citizens of Cuba to be
more successful in improving the qual-
ity of their lives.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the
Dooley ‘‘sell them the rope’’ motion.
The section in the compromise legisla-
tion of the year 2000 on this issue relat-
ing to financing specified that ‘‘United
States persons’’ cannot finance sales to
the Cuban dictatorship, and ‘‘United
States persons’’ was defined as ‘‘the
Federal Government, any State or
local government, or any private per-
son or entity.’’

The Senate provision strikes that en-
tire section, including, thus, the prohi-
bition on financing by ‘‘the Federal
Government.’’ So the Senate financing
provision is not as limited as its sup-
porters here allege. It will make avail-
able public financing to the Cuban dic-
tatorship.

Last year, the dictatorship was
forced to close over 12,000 hotel rooms
in its all-important tourist industry.
Its currency is worthless. The dictator-
ship defaulted on $500 million in loans
just in the year 2001. So what is the
dictator betting everything on? U.S.
tourism dollars and the agricultural
lobby in the U.S. Congress.

Today we see the agricultural lobby
at work here for the dictatorship, de-
spite the current realities of the bank-
rupt Cuban dictatorship, despite the
fact that the Cuban dictatorship con-
tinues to provide safe harbor to terror-
ists throughout the world, despite the
fact that Castro serves as the world’s
primary money launderer for inter-
national terrorism, providing his so-
called ‘‘revolutionary banks’’ not just
for Puerto Rican FALN terrorists, like
those who took their stolen millions
from the U.S. to Cuba, but laundering
money as well for drug dealers, inter-
national terrorists, and corrupt politi-
cians.

A few months before 9/11, the Cuban
dictator visited Syria, Iran, and Libya.
In Iran, he declared ‘‘Together, Iran
and Cuba will bring the United States
to its knees.’’

In August, Irish IRA terrorists based
in Cuba were arrested in Colombia
helping the FARC terrorists there im-
prove their urban bomb-making capa-
bilities.

Basque ETA terrorists continue to be
based and trained in Cuba to this day.

More than 90 U.S. felony fugitives
wanted by the FBI for hijacking, mur-
der, armed bank robbery, the sales of
explosives to Libya, and kidnapping re-
main in Cuba and continue to receive
protection by the dictatorship to this
day.

The only one of the seven terrorist
states that has had 17 spies arrested in
the last 3 years, 17 spies arrested,
awaiting trial or already convicted,
agents spying for the Cuban regime in
the United States, the only one of the
seven terrorist states that has had
those spies arrested and convicted is
the Cuban regime.

On September 21, a senior analyst at
the Defense Intelligence Agency was
arrested for spying for the Cuban gov-
ernment. The FBI was forced to arrest
her before they would have wanted to,
because according to intelligence com-
munity sources, Castro shares intel-
ligence with Middle Eastern enemies of
the United States.

Last month, on March 19, the State
Department’s Office of Intelligence and
Research declared that the Cuban dic-
tatorship has ‘‘an offensive biological
warfare research and development ef-
fort. Cuba has provided dual-use bio-
technology to rogue states. We are con-

cerned that such technology could sup-
port biological weapons programs in
those states.’’

And, as we speak, the U.S. adminis-
tration is encouraging governments
throughout the world to say no to pres-
sure from totalitarian elements in
their countries, and to vote in favor of
the resolution criticizing the human
rights situation in Cuba at the U.N.
Human Rights Commission in Geneva.

Mr. Speaker, my high school teacher,
Judd Davis, used to tell me that Lenin
was fond of saying that ‘‘some capital-
ists will sell even the rope for us to
hang them with.’’ What we are seeing
here today is that on that matter,
Lenin was right: There are some cap-
italists who would sell even the rope
with which they would be hung.

Cuba is in this hemisphere. It is the
only country oppressed by tyranny in
this hemisphere. In this hemisphere,
democracy is required by international
law. So while my heart goes out to the
Chinese people, the use of the China
analogy is hypocritical and it is wrong.

The signal that we need to be sending
to Cuba is that there will be no nor-
malization until all the political pris-
oners are freed and free elections are
scheduled. That is President Bush’s po-
sition, and that is what this Congress
has stated repeatedly in the past.

This ‘‘sell them the rope’’ motion is
as untimely as it is wrong. There will
be a democratic transition in Cuba
soon, and the people will do business
with those who did not do business
with their jailers. It is unfortunate
that so many are working so hard to
put themselves on the blacklist of
those who a free and democratic Cuba
will never do business with. For those
interested in sales to Cuba, democratic
Cuba will not do business tomorrow
and forever with those who today
worked to provide dollars to the totali-
tarian dictatorship.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
the ranking member on the Committee
on Ways and Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, let me
congratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) and those who
would direct that the conferees accept
the Senate provisions to remove the re-
strictions on financing agricultural
products to Cuba.

I am not known to be a hostage to
the agricultural lobby, but certainly I
do believe that trade is essential if we
are going to attempt to persuade those
people who have dictatorships that de-
mocracy is the way that they have to
go.

I do not really believe we can just
shut ourselves off from these people,
and continue to have an embargo and
deny them access to food and medicine,
and at the same time expect that the
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people are going to look at us as an ex-
ample of what a better way of life is. I
do not really think that we should be
held hostage by the People’s Republic
of Miami in our foreign and our trade
policy.

It seems to me that when we take a
look at a billion people in China, we
are taking a look at a dictatorship.
When we take a look at the people in
north Vietnam or North Korea, we are
taking a look at dictatorships. As a
matter of fact, Members do not have to
be as old as I am to know that we have
taken a look at dictatorships in the
past, and even so today, without deny-
ing our ability to export to these coun-
tries.

So it just seems to me that after the
hurricane in Cuba, Americans, for hu-
manitarian reasons, decided that we
would offer food and medicine to the
people in Cuba. That led to some provi-
sions being made that we could have
limited exports to the people in Cuba.

Well, what is wrong, if the House has
said and the Senate has said that
American farmers should be allowed to
export their products, why can we not
assist them in making certain they get
paid for their products?

So I know this is a very emotional
issue, but we cannot allow ourselves to
be blinded by emotion at a time when
we are saying, look at democracy, look
at our farmers, look at productivity,
look at better products, look at lesser
prices, and allow us to go into that
market and compete with everyone
else. Let our kids get over there, let
them be ambassadors for good will, re-
move the restrictions in terms of the
Cubans and Americans, and let us all
work hard for a better understanding,
and to bring democracy to Cuba.

Do not threaten those people who
vote one way or the other that the new
government in Cuba is going to punish
those people who voted to relax the
embargo. Nobody has designated who is
going to lead the new Cuba. If we knew
that, maybe we could take a different
foreign policy. If some people know
who is going to succeed Castro, maybe
they should share it with us, because it
could be worse than we might expect,
than what we are getting today.

But we do not know these things.
That is why we should not allow our
food policy to be governed by our polit-
ical policies. For 40 years, those people
who said, no, no, no, no, no, have found
out that this guy that runs Cuba has
survived half-a-dozen Presidents.

Let us give freedom a chance, let us
give trade a chance. I congratulate
those who have put this motion to-
gether to instruct the conferees.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
my distinguished colleague, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I am sure that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) considers the

reference to my hometown as ‘‘the Peo-
ple’s Republic of Miami’’ to be an ex-
ample of his piquant wit. I find it to be
personally offensive, and I would ask
him to please refrain from such charac-
terizations.

But it is a shameful day today. It is
shameful today that as former Cuban
political prisoners stand before the
United Nations Commission on Human
Rights in Geneva calling for the inter-
national condemnation of the Castro
regime’s systematic violations of
human dignity, civil liberties, and fun-
damental freedoms, today in this
Chamber, a vivid symbol and an instru-
ment of democracy, we are discussing a
measure that will provide the Castro
dictatorship with the financial means
to continue its oppression and its en-
slavement of the Cuban people.

It is shameful that, as the U.S. State
Department Report on Human Rights
Practices reports, the use of child labor
and forced labor in Cuba’s farming sec-
tor is mandated, yet this Congress is
considering a measure which our as-
sistant secretary of state for democ-
racy, human rights, and labor under-
scored at a recent congressional hear-
ing would serve to promote the use of
child and slave labor by the Castro re-
gime in the agricultural sector.

It is shameful that, as we approach
the commemoration of our Memorial
Day, when we pay homage to our cou-
rageous veterans, some would seek to
provide funds to a regime which sent
Cuban agents to torture American
POWs at a camp in Vietnam called the
Zoo.

It is shameful that, as a global war
on terrorism intensifies, some in the
Congress would be seeking to provide
funds to the Castro dictatorship, a
country which every recent adminis-
tration, be it Republican or Democrat,
has officially labeled as a State spon-
sor of terrorism.

It is shameful that, as Columbian
President Pastrana, in visiting Capitol
Hill this very week, just yesterday out-
lined, among other details, Cuba’s role
in supporting narco-terrorists, and its
support and training, directly or
through such entities as the IRA and
the Basque terrorist group ETA, of ter-
rorist operations in the Western Hemi-
sphere, that this body today would con-
sider providing funds to that Castro re-
gime to further these terrorist efforts
which undermine the stability of our
region.

It is shameful that, as the Castro re-
gime expands its biological weapons
capabilities and builds even stronger
cooperative agreements in this arena
with Iran and Iraq, some would seek to
facilitate these efforts, which directly
threatens U.S. national security. In
1998, a Department of Defense report
raised concerns about the potential of
Cuba’s biotechnology sector to be used
for offensive purposes.

In October of 2001, Dr. Ken Alibek,
the former head of Russia’s biological
weapons program, testified before the
Committee on Government Reform on

the very real threat posed by Cuba’s
biotech sector.
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In the October 2001 edition of the
journal ‘‘Nature Biotechnology,’’ Jose
de la Fuente, the former director of re-
search and development at the Center
for Genetic Engineering and Bio-
technology in Havana, disclosed that
technology and agents for treatments
of a number of diseases were sold by
Cuba to Iran’s terrorist regime, tech-
nology and lethal agents which can be
used to produce anthrax bacteria or
smallpox virus.

It is shameful that we would be con-
sidering a measure that would provide
funds to a regime whose leader, Fidel
Castro, joined Iran’s Ayatollah in May
of last year to underscore their com-
mitment to ‘‘bring America to its
knees.’’ Those were Fidel Castro’s own
words just months ago, months before
9–11. Castro said, ‘‘Together, we can
bring America to its knees.’’

It is shameful that we are going to
support a tyranny whose so-called at-
torney general, Juan Escalona, and I
say ‘‘so-called’’ because there is no real
justice system in Cuba. It is a dictator-
ship, a totalitarian state with no re-
spect for civil liberties and which pays
none of its debt. So we will be actually
subsidizing with our tax dollars all of
these great sales that my colleagues
would like to make to Fidel Castro.

Juan Escalona, when referring to the
transfer of al Qaeda prisoners to Guan-
tanamo Naval Base, was quoted in Jan-
uary of this year saying that he hoped
that 15 or 20 of these anti-American
terrorists would get out and kill Amer-
icans stationed at our base in Guanta-
namo.

These were the words of a high-rank-
ing Cuban official. He wants the al
Qaeda prisoners to kill our American
servicemen and -women in Guanta-
namo base in Cuba and Castro says
nothing. This is the attorney general.

It is shameful that as our FBI, CIA,
and Defense Intelligence Agency work
to repair the significant damage al-
ready done to U.S. national security by
Cuban espionage in our country, we
would be seeking to reward that Castro
regime by providing it with access to
financing to continue its terrorist and
espionage activities against the United
States.

It is shameful that we would allow a
regime that has killed American citi-
zens to continue to act with impunity
by rewarding it with access to much
needed funds, funds which will never
reach the Cuban people. Do not fool
yourselves. Do not try to fool the Con-
gress. Funds which only help maintain
Fidel Castro in power.

Mr. Speaker, the provision referenced
in this motion to instruct conferees
has nothing to do with helping the
small farmers of America because
these small farmers are the heart and
soul of our country, the core of Amer-
ican values and principles, values
which they would never seek to betray
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in this manner. No. The provisions in
this Senate farm bill that this motion
refers to is to benefit agricultural gi-
ants who wish to make profit from
trading with America’s enemies.

If this was truly about helping Amer-
ica’s farmers, then the Senate would
have moved the Andean Trade Pro-
motion Act, and it would have given
the gentleman from California’s (Mr.
DOOLEY) farmers those free markets to
sell to.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday marked the
anniversary of a failed attempt to re-
store freedom and democracy to Cuba:
the Bay of Pigs invasion. In a month
we will commemorate the centennial
anniversary of Cuban independence. So,
Mr. Speaker, today I stand here and I
ask my colleagues whom we wish to
emulate: those who betrayed the Cuban
freedom fighters in 1961 by not pro-
viding aerial support to those who
landed at the Bay of Pigs, or do we
wish to emulate those Rough Riders
who, 100 years ago, stood side by side
with the Cuban liberators and charged
up San Juan Hill and helped Cuba gain
its independence?

Do we wish to support the Cuban peo-
ple in their struggle to free themselves
from their bondage, or do we wish to
help their oppressor to continue its
subjugation of its people and continue
threatening the U.S. and, indeed, the
hemisphere and the free world?

If we are to stand for what is right
and just, as we did with the Afghan
people, we must vote ‘‘no’’ on this mo-
tion to instruct conferees and hold the
House position on the farm bill.

I thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida, for yielding me the time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the motion to instruct
conferees offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

This motion would instruct conferees
to recede to the Senate provision in the
farm bill to lift current limitations on
the financing of private sales of food
and medicine to Cuba.

My reasons are very simple. It is
good farm policy, it is good trade pol-
icy, and it simply is the right thing to
do. It also is the position that reflects
the will of the House.

On July 20, 2000, the House voted 301
to 116, 301 to 116, to lift all sanctions on
the sale of food and medicine specifi-
cally to Cuba. Mr. Speaker, the House
has spoken on this issue. It has spoken
with a clear, strong, bipartisan voice.

Unfortunately, the will of the House,
and I might add the will of the Senate,
has been frustrated and undermined.
Cumbersome restrictions remain on
private financing for food and medicine
sales to Cuba. Unlike farmers every-
where else in the world, American
farmers cannot obtain credit from a
U.S. entity to finance private sales to
Cuba. Instead, our farm exporters must
either arrange for credit through an

overseas bank or insist on cash in ad-
vance from Cuba.

The current restrictions on securing
private financing are a competitive
barrier for our farmers. They need to
be eliminated. The Senate provision
does so. The House should recede to the
Senate and open up the markets be-
tween Cuba and our agricultural ex-
porters.

Mr. Speaker, our farmers and banks
are savvy enough to weigh the risks in
doing trade with Cuba. I trust them. I
ask my colleagues to trust them.

We hear a lot of talk about democ-
racy. Well, we need a little democracy
in the House of Representatives. Let us
uphold the will of the majority. Let us
uphold the mainstream opinion in this
Congress and vote to support the
Dooley motion to instruct the con-
ferees.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 51⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the distin-
guished whip, great friend of freedom
and democracy for the Cuban people.

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, America
has forces deployed all around the
world as we root out the international
terrorist networks. We have served no-
tice to every Nation that there is no
middle ground in the struggle to vindi-
cate freedom.

President Bush divided the world
into two camps with a very basic guid-
ing principle: either you are with us or
you are with the terrorists. Every
country must choose between freedom
and a culture of murder and destruc-
tion.

This misguided campaign to relax the
embargo against Fidel Castro’s evil re-
gime is a retreat from a very bright
line division between freedom and tyr-
anny. We risk clouding our resolve
against terror here in our own hemi-
sphere. The supporters of this initia-
tive may believe that by engaging Cuba
their approach would bring construc-
tive results, but nothing in Cuba takes
place without Castro’s blessing, and
Castro profits by every business trans-
action in Cuba. Easing the embargo
would only empower a tottering dic-
tator.

For decades, Fidel Castro’s Cuba has
cultivated, trained, and harbored both
individual terrorists and groups using
murder to make political statements.
Castro’s Cuba is a temple to violence.
Their handiwork cost American lives
like the New Yorkers murdered and
maimed by the Fraunces Tavern bomb-
ing carried out by Cuban-trained ter-
rorists.

There is no denying that Cuba is a
safe haven for terrorist fugitives. Cas-
tro shelters Basque ETA terrorists, Co-
lombia FARC and ELN terrorists, and
terrorist officials from the Irish Repub-
lican Army. Castro is intertwined in
the axis of evil.

Just 1 year ago, Castro visited three
other state sponsors of terrorism: Iran,

Syria, and Libya. In Tehran, Castro
said: ‘‘Iran and Cuba, in cooperation
with each other, can bring America to
its knees. The U.S. regime is very
weakened and we are witnessing this
weakness from up close.’’ That was
Castro talking.

Castro sold advanced biotechnology
to the Iranian government. The United
States believes that Cuba has at least a
limited offensive biological warfare ca-
pability. Castro is sharing dual-use bio-
technology with rogue states.

Ken Alibek, the former Soviet
Union’s top chemical and biological
warfare expert, told Congress that
‘‘Cuba has a perfectly developed system
of engineering and is capable to de-
velop genetic engineering agents.
They’ve got the desire to develop ge-
netically engineered biological weap-
ons.’’ That is what a former Com-
munist in the Soviet Union said.

In other words, Castro is funneling
resources to develop the world’s most
diabolical weapons, and he shares these
evil exports with the world’s most dan-
gerous and unstable regimes.

We can be certain that any economic
activity between the United States and
Cuba will only serve to supply addi-
tional fuel to Castro’s engine of repres-
sion. The proceeds of joint ventures
and trade and terrorism do not em-
power the men and women of Cuba.
They are bled into the Castro regime.

We also know that Castro is con-
tinuing his attempts to penetrate U.S.
intelligence agencies and even our
Armed Forces. Last month, last
month, the Defense Intelligence Agen-
cy’s top Cuba specialist pled guilty to
spying for Castro over 16 years. There
is little doubt that Castro’s espionage
is made available to our enemies. Per-
haps it even makes its way to the al
Qaeda.

There is no sign that September 11
did anything to shift Castro’s reflexive
hostility toward democracy and free-
dom. He smeared America’s response to
terrorism. Said Castro: ‘‘Their capacity
to destroy,’’ their being us, ‘‘capacity
to destroy and kill is enormous, but
their traits of equanimity, serenity, re-
flection and caution are, on the other
hand, minimal.’’

We know with dead certainty that
Castro systematically brutalizes and
oppresses the Cuban people. He drags
his people through hardship, servitude,
and despair; and any fair appraisal of
Cuba’s long support for terrorist
groups and Castro’s current behavior
leads to an unavoidable conclusion.
Without a clear break from terrorist
sponsorship and the adoption of funda-
mental human rights and democratic
reforms, the embargo must be upheld.

Even if we set aside our deep reserva-
tions about empowering Castro
through economic activity with the
United States, there are other doubts
that remain. What is the likelihood
that any American farmer would actu-
ally be paid by Castro for the goods ex-
ported to Cuba?

Castro’s track record is just abysmal.
Two years ago, Cuba failed to pay
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money owed to the French. Last year
Castro also defaulted on over $500 mil-
lion in debt owed to Spain, South Afri-
ca and Chile. Castro is a bad credit
risk. We should be seeking to open real
markets with the actual capacity to
pay for the products exported to them.

Members should reject this motion to
instruct by standing with the Presi-
dent against state-sponsored terrorism
and tyranny. Vote ‘‘no’’ on the motion
to instruct.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 8, 1985]
F.B.I. AIDE TESTIFIES TO ESPIONAGE

CONFESSION

Less than an hour after his arrest last fall
on espionage charges, Richard W. Miller con-
fessed passing a secret document to a Soviet
intelligence agent, the head of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation office in Los Angeles
testified Friday in Federal District Court
here.

It was the fifth straight day the jury heard
evidence that Mr. Miller, then an F.B.I.
agent, had admitted passing classified docu-
ments to the K.G.B., the Soviet intelligence
agency. The previous testimony focused on
admissions Mr. Miller made in five days of
interrogation before his arrest last Oct. 2.

But Richard T. Bretzing, the chief F.B.I.
agent here, testified that after Mr. Miller
was taken into custody he said he had given
the secret 53-page ‘‘Reporting Guidance: For-
eign Intelligence Information’’ to his lover,
Svetlana Ogorodnikov, a Russiann emigre,
Mr. Bretzing said Mr. Miller made the admis-
sion while he was being taken from his home
in Bonsall, Calif., to the bureau’s San Diego
office.

Arrested on espionage charges the same
day as Mr. Miller, who is 48 years old, were
Mrs. Ogorodnikov, 35, and her husband,
Nikolay, 52. Both pleaded guilty at their
trial earlier this summer and were sentenced
to prison.

EARLIER TESTIMONY SUPPORTED

The Government contends that Mr. Miller
was involved in a sexual liaison with Mrs.
Ogorodnikov and agreed to provide Soviet
intelligence agents with classified material
through the Ogorodnikovs in return for
$65,000.

The defense, which will open its case next
week, contends that Mr. Miller cultivated a
relationship with Mrs. Ogorodnikov as part
of a one-man mission to infiltrate the K.G.B.
and rescue his 20-year career as an F.B.I.
agent.

Earlier this week a Portland, Ore., woman
testified that hours before his arrest Mr. Mil-
ler telephoned her and told her he was in
trouble. The woman, Marta York, testified
that Mr. Miller had said he had ‘‘only passed
one’’ classified document to Soviet agents.

Mr. Miller’s attorneys, who characterized
the woman’s testimony as ‘‘very damaging,’’
were surprised Friday when the prosecution
presented a witness to buttress her testi-
mony.

The witness, Gary Allan, an Oregon social
worker, testified that he was in Mrs. York’s
home last Oct. 2 when she received a phone
call from a ‘‘close friend’’ named ‘‘Richard’’
who was in the F.B.I.

After the call Mr. Allan said Mrs. York was
‘‘agitated’’ and ‘‘excited,’’ and talked about
it. ‘‘She said she had learned he had gotten
into trouble as a result of his relationship
with a woman who she identified as a Soviet
agent,’’ Mr. Allan testified. Information
Termed Secret ‘‘Did she tell you that Rich-
ard’s relationship with the Russian woman
was an intimate relationship?’’ asked Russell
Hayman, an Assistant United States Attor-
ney.

Mr. Allan responded, ‘‘It’s fair to say that,
yes.’’ He then said Mrs. York had told him
that her F.B.I. friend ‘‘had shared informa-
tion with the Russian agent.’’

Mr. Hayman asked, ‘‘What type of informa-
tion?’’ Mr. Allan replied, ‘‘She described the
information as secret.’’

Mr. Bretzing testified Friday that, in the
five days before Mr. Miller’s arrest, he urged
the agent to ‘‘unburden’’ himself.

The defense contends that Mr. Miller was
so overcome by Mr. Bretzing’s spiritual ap-
peal that he began confessing. Mr. Miller was
excommunicated from the Mormon Church
early last year for adultery. Mr. Bretzing is
a Bishop in the church.

But Mr. Bretzing rebuffed defense sugges-
tions that he exploited Mr. Miller’s ties to
the Mormon Church to elicit a false confes-
sion.

‘‘I believed that he had done things he
knew to be unlawful and a betrayal of the
country,’’ Mr. Bretzing said, referring to Mr.
Miller. ‘‘I believed from his teachings in the
F.B.I. and as a youngster in the Mormon
Church, he had every reason to feel guilt.’’

Stanley Greenberg, a defense attorney,
asked ‘‘And you tried to appeal to that
guilt?’’

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. EMER-
SON).

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rep-
resent a district whose mainstay is ag-
riculture, and for the last 4 years and
now going into our fifth year our farm-
ers are in very, very bad straits.

As a matter of fact, I would agree
with the gentlewoman from Florida
when she says that our farmers are the
heart and soul of America. They are
the heart and soul of our American val-
ues, but they are hurting; and our
farmers overwhelmingly want to sell
their commodities to Cuba. As a mat-
ter of fact, they have sold $73 million of
commodities to Cuba in the last 6
months. Those have been cash sales,
and Cuba has paid up front for those
purchases.

Up until we imposed the embargo on
Cuba 40-plus years ago, my farmers
sold the bulk of their rice to Cuba.
They lost that market when the em-
bargo was imposed, and they have real-
ly never gotten those markets back
again from any other country.
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Mr. Speaker, the other day, the Fri-
day before last, I helped to load 250,000
bushels of my farmers’ rice onto the
barges in Carthersville, Missouri. It
was my farmers’ rice, not a company’s
rice, my farmer’s rice. And I am abso-
lutely shocked and saddened when I
hear my colleague from Florida say
that any firm or farmers who sell their
commodities to Cuba will be
blacklisted by the Democratic govern-
ment that may take over when Castro
leaves office, dies or is elected. That is
shameful, as my other colleague from
Florida said.

Let me talk a little bit about a cou-
ple of other things. The administration
has recently revoked the visas of sev-
eral Cuban officials who represent their
trading company, Alimport. Those offi-
cials were coming to Michigan, to

North Dakota, to Missouri and other
States to purchase commodities for fu-
ture sales; and, unfortunately, our ad-
ministration said it was not their pol-
icy to encourage agricultural sales to
Cuba.

If our farmers are hurting, if our
American economy is hurting and we
want to have an open trade policy, it is
pretty hypocritical not to allow people
who want to purchase our commodities
to come and do so.

When we are talking about private fi-
nancing, we are talking about a com-
pany entering into a private financial
agreement with the country of Cuba. It
is a private company. If they want to
take the risk, they should be allowed
to take the risk because this is, I
thought, a democracy where we were
free to make those decisions on our
own.

Mr. Speaker, our policy towards Cuba
should not be one that is based on a
family feud, but rather it should be a
policy based on helping the American
economy and the American farmer.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know what the
family feud is about, but I do know
that the shameful attitude is one of
standing with the dictatorship; and it
is normal and I think to be expected
that people, once they are free, do not
want to do business with those who
collaborated with a dictatorship.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ).

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, let me
say at the start that I admire my
friend from California with whom I
have worked so closely on so many
issues. This is one issue where we dis-
agree, and disagree strongly.

While I would like nothing more than
to see democracy and free market
trade with Cuba, and while my family
in Cuba would like nothing more than
to see democracy and free markets and
greater access to food, subsidizing
trade with a regime on the U.S. ter-
rorist list that has threatened us in the
past, that is one of the world’s worst
human rights abusers, that gives its
citizens none of the religious or polit-
ical freedoms we Americans hold here
dear, is not helping the Cuban people,
it is only helping the dictatorship.

I have taken that constant position,
whether it be in China or any other to-
talitarian place in the world. I wish so
many of my colleagues who take that
position in those countries would take
that position here. Cuba can get food
from almost anywhere else in the
world. But the fact is the Cuban regime
and its failed economic models rations
the food that eventually gets to the or-
dinary people; and rationing food is a
control mechanism over the populous.

My family in Cuba gets a ration card,
and no matter how much food comes
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into Cuba, they ultimately can only
purchase that amount that they are
controlled by the government to have
access to. When a government rations
food, they obviously control the people
because they are waiting in long lines,
not thinking about a democracy or
overturning a dictatorship, but waiting
in long lines to get a mere subsistence.

This is a regime that goes so far as to
prohibit their own citizens from pri-
vately producing its own agricultural
food. It is failed economics that does
not give them the hard currency to
purchase food. Financing Castro,
whether it is food sales or any other
kinds of sales, supports the very sys-
tem that actually prevents the Cuban
people from getting freedoms, rights,
and, yes, even food without govern-
ment control.

Some of us look at the motion which
I understand my colleague is doing to
help farmers in his district and
throughout the country, but we look at
it and say ultimately it finances op-
pression, totalitarianism, and I do not
think that we can count on the regime
to honor its debt. This is not about the
private sector simply taking risks on
their own because maybe we can make
an argument for that, that if the pri-
vate sector wants to take the risk,
they should have the opportunity. If
they lose, they lose.

But under this instruction and the
Senate’s provisions, in fact, the Fed-
eral Government’s different programs
of financing can finance the food sales.
Therefore, it is not the private sector
making their market decision, it is the
taxpayers of this country ultimately
who will lose when Castro, who has a
long history of not paying debt, ulti-
mately does not pay. That is, I think,
a poor statement for American tax-
payers to be subsidizing a regime, a
dictatorial regime, that ultimately
controls its people by rationing its
food.

Mr. Speaker, I think what we need to
do is deal with the Freedom to Farm
Act which was a catastrophe for the
farmers. Let us not foot the bill for op-
pression and dictatorship, and let us
not allow the Cuban people to be con-
trolled by food rationing. Let us stand
with them against dictatorship and
against the motion.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, to provide some clari-
fication, the motion and the Senate
language retains section 908(a) which
has the prohibition that does not allow
for any public financing or assistance
in the sale of products. So when Mem-
bers are making contentions that this
is going to result in a subsidization of
trade and allow for public financing,
this amendment does nothing of the
sort because it retains the language in
section 908(a).

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
first of all state my admiration for the
sponsor of this motion. This motion is
a promotion of democracy. It is for free
trade and it is to replace a 40-year-old
failed policy with a new idea on foreign
policy.

As a new Democrat, as a member of
the Cuban Working Group which is a
bipartisan group of Members of Con-
gress, I rise in strong support of this
motion.

Mr. Speaker, unilateral sanctions on
humanitarian products such as food
and medicine have been ineffective, to-
tally ineffective, in trying to influence
and change the Cuban Castro regime
for the past 40 years.

This motion is not even a motion to
remove the embargo, which 85 percent
of Americans would probably support,
this motion simply lets the private sec-
tor move forward without restrictions
for our agricultural community to do
trade with Cuba. This is modest. This
is a small step forward for freer trade
and replacing a failed policy.

Unilateral sanctions have failed, and
they have hurt our farmers across the
board. It is not a way to implement
American foreign policy. This embargo
is hurting Indiana farmers. If we some-
how were to get this embargo replaced,
the impact on agricultural products,
fisheries, and forest products to Cuba
from Indiana alone would reach an an-
nual export rate of $29 million, and cre-
ate 791 new jobs in our State. That is a
good policy for Indiana and for farmers
and for our economy.

Mr. Speaker, let me close with this.
We now trade with Vietnam, whom we
fought a war with. We trade with China
with 1.2 billion people; why can we not
trade with Cuba? Eleven million peo-
ple, a small island to the south of Flor-
ida, do not let it be held hostage to
presidential electoral politics.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), a fighter for
human rights.

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to
the Dooley motion to lift current
human rights limitations on the fi-
nancing of private agricultural sales to
Cuba. While the motion in support of
section 335 of the Senate version of the
farm bill purports to assist American
commercial interests, it is absolutely
clear that the prime beneficiary would
be the Castro dictatorship.

Amazingly, it seems to escape the no-
tice and concern of certain Members of
Congress that the Cuban dictator not
only tortures thousands of people in
Cuba, but he is also a terrorist. Cuba
continues to share the dubious distinc-
tion of being named a terrorist state by
the U.S. State Department, joining
countries like Iran, Iraq, Libya, North
Korean, Sudan and Syria, great com-
pany, and we want to trade more with
these individuals?

Last year as the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) pointed out
earlier, when Castro was in Iran, and
this was in the Agence France Presse,
he said after meeting with the Ira-
nians, ‘‘The U.S. regime is weak, and
we are witnessing this weakness close
up.’’ He also said that Iran and Cuba,
tightly together, in cooperation with
each other, can bring America to its
knees.

Mr. Speaker, ‘‘bring America to its
knees,’’ and we want to reward this ter-
rorist, Castro, by trading more with
him? The mention was just made that
in China and Vietnam, we trade with
them, why not Cuba. There has been no
amelioration of human rights abuses in
those countries.

I would ask my colleague, the author
of this motion, has the gentleman read
the country reports on human rights
practices with regard to Cuba? Has the
gentleman read it? No.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman and
every Member who wants to lift this
part of the sanction to read this. It
reads like an indictment of the Cuban
dictatorship.

This report points out over and over
again in this 21-page, single space
country report, out of the State De-
partment, that harassment, murder,
killing, beatings—if one steps out of
line in Cuba, bang, they come at you
and beat you with their fists. And we
want to reward this dictatorship?

The gentleman from California men-
tioned China. China has gotten worse
in its human rights. Read that report.
It is over 60 pages put out by the U.S.
Department of State. We cannot aid
and abet dictatorship. He is a terrorist.
He is a mass violator of human rights,
and he would be the prime beneficiary
of the gentleman’s motion and the Sen-
ate language. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this. This is wrong. It makes us, how-
ever unwittingly, accomplices in
crimes against humanity.

The Government’s human rights record re-
mained poor. The Government continued to
violate systematically the fundamental civil
and political rights of its citizens. Citizens
do not have the right to change their govern-
ment peacefully. Prisoners died in jail due to
lack of medical care. Members of the secu-
rity forces and prison officials continued to
beat and otherwise abuse detainees and pris-
oners, including human rights activists. The
Government failed to prosecute or sanction
adequately members of the security forces
and prison guards who committed abuses.
Prison conditions remained harsh and life
threatening. The authorities routinely con-
tinued to harass, threaten, arbitrarily ar-
rest, detain, imprison, and defame human
rights advocates and members of inde-
pendent professional associations, including
journalists, economists, doctors, and law-
yers, often with the goal of coercing them
into leaving the country. The Government
used internal and external exile against such
persons, and it offered political prisoners the
choice of exile or continued imprisonment.
The Government denied political dissidents
and human rights advocates due process and
subjected them to unfair trials. The Govern-
ment infringed on citizens’ privacy rights.
The Government denied citizens the free-
doms of speech, press, assembly, and associa-
tion. It limited the distribution of foreign

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:32 Apr 19, 2002 Jkt 099061 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18AP7.109 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1459April 18, 2002
publications and news, reserving them for se-
lected faithful party members, and main-
tained strict censorship of news and informa-
tion to the public. The Government re-
stricted some religious activities but per-
mitted others. The Government limited the
entry of religious workers to the country.
The Government maintained tight restric-
tions on freedom of movement, including for-
eign travel and did not allow some citizens
to leave the country. The Government was
sharply and publicly antagonistic to all crit-
icism of its human rights practices and dis-
couraged foreign contacts with human rights
activists. Violence against women, espe-
cially domestic violence, and child prostitu-
tion were problems. Racial discrimination
was a problem. The Government severely re-
stricted worker rights, including the right to
form independent unions. The Government
prohibits forced and bonded labor by chil-
dren; however, it required children to do
farm work without compensation.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this motion is not
about condoning any of the human
rights abuses or any of the infringe-
ments upon personal freedoms in Cuba.

Those of us who are advancing this
policy and this motion believe very
strongly that a policy of engagement is
one that is going to do more to im-
prove the situation in Cuba, just as
many of us believed when we were ad-
vancing a policy of economic engage-
ment with China, it was a policy that
was going to result in improvement in
religious freedoms and human rights
that are so important to the citizens
there.

Mr. Speaker, many of us would take
exception to the characterization that
in our offering of this motion, we are
actually working to the detriment of
the interest of people in Cuba and else-
where.

b 1545

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I rise in favor of the motion
to instruct conferees. I rise because I
represent a lot of farmers in California,
farmers who traveled with me to Cuba
a month ago, people who want to sell
what they grow to the Cuban Govern-
ment, to the Cuban people. The irony is
that it is not the Cuban Government
that will not let them sell it to them,
it is our government.

That is why they are asking us to in-
struct these conferees to lift what they
consider just un-American restrictions
on their ability as businesspeople in
this country who grow food for people,
regardless of their political affiliation,
and see that that food can be sold to
Cuba. In fact, the rice farmers from
California and the wine grape growers
from California that were with us indi-
cated that they had sold, the rice grow-
ers had sold rice to Cuba, were very
pleased with the sale, had gotten paid
in a timely fashion and President Cas-
tro asked them right across the table,
‘‘I’ll buy a billion dollars more of

American product if you will get your
licenses to sell.’’

So that is what this is about. It is
about getting the ability for American
farmers to sell their crops. What does
it mean to a place like California? We
looked at what we could trade in Cuba.
It comes out to about $98 million in
lost trade of the products that we
produce in California that we could be
selling to Cuba. About $280 million
would be to agricultural-related indus-
tries. Cuba is a market for rice, feed,
grains, oilseeds, beans, wheat flour,
animal products fertilizers, forest prod-
ucts, herbicides, pesticides and farm
machinery. Many of these products are
big business in California.

Currently with restrictions, the U.S.
has had $35 million in sales to Cuba in
the last 3 months. So the interchange
is happening, but it is a very difficult
one. I would just ask, and there is a lot
of emotion in here, but I cannot under-
stand why people would care if Presi-
dent Castro gets credit for feeding hun-
gry children. My God, our country can
rise above that and start helping 11
million people eat.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BURTON), who knows that
Castro has never been elected to any-
thing, much less that he deserves to be
called Mr. President like the prior
speaker called him in an embarrassing,
shameful way.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say to my colleagues,
Fidel Castro can buy products from the
United States today, and he has been.
But he has to pay cash. And what we
want to do with this, what you want to
do with this motion is you want to
allow him to get credit.

Let me just tell you what credit he
has honored in the past. He owes $120
million to Spain. No payments. They
are trying to restructure the loan. He
owes $170 million to France. He de-
faulted on $10.5 million. They are try-
ing to restructure that loan. He owes
$20 million to Chile. No payments on
that. $400 million to Mexico; past due,
but they are trying to restructure the
loan. If he wants to pay cash, he can
buy it. But the reason he wants to get
credit is because he knows long term
that he is going to be able to get out of
the debt. And ultimately, I think my
colleagues who have made this point in
the past are accurate; it will be borne
by the taxpayers of America. The
money will be borrowed and eventually
when it gets up to such a level, the fi-
nancial institutions that lend it are
going to be complaining to high heaven
and the government will bail them out.
And so henceforth the taxpayers of the
United States will be paying for the
food that Castro gets.

Let us look at what Castro is. He is
still a terrorist. He is working with the
FARC guerillas in Colombia. They are
selling heroin and cocaine by the car-
load to American youth. And they are
terrorists. They are kidnapping and
killing Americans down there, and

they are holding them hostage and he
works with them. They even wear Che
Guevera hats, berets, because they sup-
port Castro. They go back and forth to
Cuba on a regular basis. He is not for
democracy. He is not for human rights.
He supports terrorism, and now he
wants credit from the United States.

The fact of the matter is, my col-
leagues, we should not be giving it to
him. I have businesspeople in my dis-
trict that have come to me and say,
‘‘We want to do business with Fidel
Castro.’’ My answer to them is, when
Fidel Castro starts allowing democracy
in Cuba, when he starts allowing
human rights, when he starts taking
steps in the directions that we believe
ought to be taken, then we will con-
sider those things. But so far Fidel Cas-
tro has done none of these things. He
goes around the world condemning the
United States, saying he is going to
bring us to our knees and we want to
kiss him on both cheeks. I think that
is a mistake. Until we see a manifest
change in Castro’s behavior, we should
not be giving him credit. If he wants to
buy American products, let him pay
cash. Let him pay cash. And when he
starts showing some changes in human
rights and moving toward democracy,
we will start looking at credit.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume just to make a couple of
observations. I find it remarkable that
some of my Republican colleagues have
so little confidence in our private fi-
nancial institutions that they do not
think and trust that they will do the
due diligence in terms of making a de-
termination on the ability of an entity
within Cuba to make good on the loans
that they might offer in order to fi-
nance a sale of U.S. products into
Cuba.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of my good friend’s,
the gentleman from California, motion
to instruct our conferees to agree to
the Senate provisions repealing the ex-
isting restrictions against the use of
American private sector financing of
our agricultural exports to Cuba.

It is high time that we bring our
trade policy with Cuba, a market with
solid potential for a number of job-cre-
ating export industries, in line with
the fundamental principles and objec-
tives which govern our trade policy
with the rest of the world. I for one as
a matter of principle have never been a
supporter of unilateral sanctions as an
effective instrument of United States
foreign policy. Such actions also often
cost us shares in foreign markets.
Other colleagues have also raised mor-
ally principled concerns on the inclu-
sion of food in any sanctions policy. I
am proud that this body has already
moved in a bipartisan manner to ex-
clude agricultural products from our
embargo against Cuba. It was a step in
the right direction to bring an out-
dated 20th century policy into the 21st
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century, a policy which has obviously
not achieved the desired results and is
ridiculed by our friends and allies
across the world.

However, that small step was fol-
lowed by a step backwards, when we
excluded our own financial community
from being able to provide financing to
our own private sector. Our embargo
has already cost our businesses and
consumers billions of dollars. Do we
really want to send American busi-
nesses who want to export American-
made goods to banks in other nations?

Mr. Speaker, at a time when our
economy is struggling to recover, when
our farmers are facing difficult condi-
tions, and when we seemingly find
ways to take one step backward every
time we take a step forward in reclaim-
ing our global leadership and inter-
national trade, it is indeed high time
we stop preventing our financial sector
from financing legal exports to a $100
million market only 90 miles away
from our shores.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for this motion, and I urge our
conferees to follow the bipartisan lead-
ership demonstrated by the other body;
and let us end these sanctions on U.S.
banking and financial institutions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OTTER). The Chair would advise that
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) has 11⁄4 minutes remaining and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) has 12 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from California being the
maker of the motion has the right to
close.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I would ask the
gentleman how many speakers he has.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. We have
at least three.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Dooley motion to in-
struct conferees to the farm bill. It re-
peals existing restrictions against pri-
vate financing of agricultural sales to
Cuba. It is an opportunity to help inno-
cent people suffering under repressive
regimes and truly help our farmers who
are facing record low prices.

Our foreign policy must be to help,
not punish, people who suffer under re-
pressive regimes. Unilateral agricul-
tural sanctions end up hurting the
most vulnerable in a target nation,
eroding their confidence in the United
States as a supplier of food and as a
supplier of hope. Human Rights Watch
reports that the U.S. embargo has not
only failed to bring about human
rights improvements in Cuba, it has ac-
tually, and I quote, ‘‘become counter-
productive to achieving this goal.’’

We are not defending the Cuban Gov-
ernment or its poor human rights
record. We must always speak strongly
against the abuse of human rights in
this world. But current U.S. policy to-

wards Cuba hurts 11 million innocent
Cuban men, women, and children; and
it denies our farmers a vital export
market. This policy has cost America
important export markets. The USDA
estimates that trade sanctions reduce
U.S. agricultural exports by over $500
million per year. U.S. wheat farmers
have been shut out of 10 percent of the
world wheat market. Soybean farmers
could capture as much as 60 percent of
the demand for soybeans. We need to
help American farmers, but we need to
help the innocent people of Cuba. We
are talking about food.

I urge my colleagues to please sup-
port the Dooley motion. It makes
sense. It is humanitarian and maybe in
a change in policy we can help to bring
about a change in a regime that, yes,
in fact has abused human rights. Let us
help to see if we can get this back on
track.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. I thank my friend for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) for showing the leadership on
this important issue. I rise in support
of the motion to instruct to adopt the
Senate language to lift the embargo
that has existed against Cuba all of
these years. A sensible and fair trade
policy is an essential feature of eco-
nomic growth in this country, but the
40-year trade embargo against Cuba
has not only been unfair, it has been a
failure. Castro is still there. Yet it is
our American farmers that are hurt
the most by the inability to export to
a country just 70 miles off from our
coast.

It is time to try engagement. At a
time as we live in today when we are
importing oil from such regimes as
Saudi Arabia and Yemen, even Ven-
ezuela and even Iraq, to claim that we
should not be trading with Cuba is the
height of hypocrisy. Yet what is funny
about this whole debate is the Amer-
ican people have been way out ahead of
policymakers in this country, espe-
cially Presidential candidates as they
go down to Florida and to the opposi-
tion to this very motion. In fact, in a
recent poll conducted on this very
issue, over 85 percent of the American
people think that the United States
should end all restrictions on the sale
of food and medicine to the island of
Cuba. And a majority of Members now
are on record on repeated occasions of
supporting lifting the embargo. The
most recent vote in the House came
down to a 301 to 116 opinion to lift the
embargo. The most recent vote in the
Senate passed 70 to 28. These votes in-
dicate that there are veto-proof ma-
jorities in both the House and the Sen-
ate to deal with this issue. Yet it for
too long has been tied up in Presi-
dential electoral politics in the State

of Florida. A majority of both the
House and the Senate agriculture com-
mittee members favor lifting these re-
strictions. And even a majority of the
conferees existing on the farm bill
today favor lifting the restrictions. It
is time to end this unfair trade policy.
It is time to try engagement and let
the sunshine in and also help the
American farmers in the process. I
thank my friend for his leadership.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the Dooley motion. Let
me just say that I rise in support of
what is best for America. As Ameri-
cans, we have been negligent. We have
allowed for this policy to be hijacked.
It is now up to us to really look in
terms of what is happening and begin
to do the right thing. Nothing brought
this to light any better than the situa-
tion with Elian, the young man who,
when we saw that situation, it brought
to light the fact that we need to begin
to do the right thing. The right thing is
to begin to trade.

When we look at American support
as indicated earlier, there is support
there for the sale of food and medicine
to Cuba. An October 2000 public opinion
poll found that over 85 percent of
Americans support that. And so it is
about time that we begin to do the
right thing. The majority of the Mem-
bers of this Congress have repeatedly
voted in favor of that measure. But it
continues to be hijacked. A majority of
both the House and the Senate agri-
culture committees support unre-
stricted food and medicine sales to
Cuba. The embargo prevents U.S. busi-
nesses from doing good business, and it
does not make any sense. When we
look at it and say we expect them to
have an electoral process and vote, I
believe that strongly. But if you hold
that to every single country that has a
dictator or has other forms of govern-
ment that do not elect their officials,
we would not be having too much trade
throughout this world, and it does not
make any sense.

b 1600
The other most important thing we

need to remember is that when it
comes to our national security, I have
always said we should act unilaterally
and act as quickly as possible. But
when it is not in our interests in terms
of national security, and I sit on the
Committee on Armed Services, and I
have never been given information in
terms of the threats that are out there.
Our major threats come from other
countries.

So when we look at that, we ought to
act in a multilateral perspective and
reach out to Latin America. All of
Latin America has always questioned
why do we have this policy that is irra-
tional and blinded.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OTTER). The gentleman from Florida is
recognized for 11⁄4 minutes.
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,

with regard to a couple of points made
by the colleague who just spoke, he
said that he has heard, and he is on the
Committee on Armed Services, of no
threats by the Cuban regime. Obvi-
ously he has not heard the debate that
has gone on for one hour, because my
understanding was that 17 spies were
convicted or arrested in the last couple
of years. No other terrorist state has
had anywhere near that many spies ar-
rested, in some instances, for spying on
U.S. military installations, which is
something that goes counter to na-
tional security. The highest ranking
spy in the Defense Intelligence Agency,
my understanding, is that spy was ar-
rested for spying for the Cuban ter-
rorist state, and that would be con-
trary to national security. My col-
league said he never heard of anything
along those lines, so I am glad we had
this opportunity to inform him.

Our law is clear. Normalization re-
quires freedom for political prisoners,
legalization of unions, the press and
political parties, and the scheduling of
free elections. Now, if you ask the
American people a question, do you
support those three conditions for nor-
malization, do you support in this
hemisphere that all people should have
the right to free elections and to no po-
litical prisoners and to freedom for po-
litical parties and labor unions and the
press, I know what the answer to that
question would be. It would be over-
whelmingly supported. So it all de-
pends on how you ask the question.

This Congress has always stood in
favor of free elections and freedom for
the political prisoners and freedom of
political activity and free speech in ef-
fect for the Cuban people. Cuba, as has
been said before, is in this hemisphere.
The international law and inter-Amer-
ican law requires democracy in this
hemisphere. It states that representa-
tive democracy is the only form of gov-
ernment in this hemisphere.

Cuba remains in this hemisphere, de-
spite what some would like on the
other side of this debate. It remains in
this hemisphere, and the Cuban people
deserve our continued solidarity, and
not financing for the terrorist regime,
which is what in effect this amendment
would make possible. So vote down the
Dooley amendment.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, I respect the sincerity
and passion of the gentleman’s opposi-
tion to this amendment, but I think at
times the rhetoric has probably gone
beyond the issues that are at hand
here.

This amendment, what we are talk-
ing about really relates solely to the
sale of food and medicine from the
United States to Cuba. Currently we
allow for the sale of food and medicine
to Cuba, but we require that it be paid
for in cash, or the U.S. interest that is
selling the food and medicine to Cuba
would have to secure financing from a

third party country. All this amend-
ment does is says that a sale of U.S.
food and medicine to Cuba can now be
financed by a private institution in the
United States.

That is what this debate is all about.
It is about how we can facilitate the
sale of U.S. agricultural products that
are important to provide the suste-
nance to a lot of families in Cuba. It is
about how can we facilitate the sale of
U.S. drugs to a lot of the families in
Cuba by providing an element of pri-
vate financing.

I just want to clarify an issue that
was brought up at times saying this
will allow for the public financing of
goods to Cuba. This bill does not do
that. In fact, it retains the language
that I wanted to read into the record,
which is section 908(a). It says, ‘‘In gen-
eral, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no United States govern-
ment assistance, including United
States foreign assistance, United
States export assistance, and any
United States credit or guarantees
shall be available for exports to Cuba
or for commercial exports to Iran,
Libya, North Korea, or Sudan.’’

My colleagues need to fully under-
stand that, again, what we are talking
about here is simply a measure that
will provide for the ability to provide
for private financing of food and medi-
cine.

There was also some contention
made, well, why do we need to be pro-
viding for the U.S. be able to provide
food and medicines to Cuba? They can
get those from other countries. But
what is clear is if the United States
wants to have the most influence into
Cuba, is that we need to enhance and
expand upon our interaction and our
engagement. That is what this measure
will do.

I ask my colleagues to support this
measure. It is a step forward in terms
of providing greater economic opportu-
nities in many sectors of our economy,
and also is a step forward in ensuring
that we will have a positive form of
economic engagement which can make
a difference in the quality of life of the
residents and citizens of Cuba.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support my good friend from Cali-
fornia and his motion to instruct the conferees
on the Farm Security Act, which would repeal
the existing restrictions against private financ-
ing of agricultural sales to Cuba.

Mr. Speaker, at issue here is whether we
want to help American farmers, or leave in
place restrictions that are costing them mil-
lions of dollars each year. Given that the na-
tional farm economy is depressed, it is impor-
tant that we do what we can to help American
farmers and their families. With one simple ad-
justment in our policy, we can help them re-
cover billions of dollars in lost trade. According
to a recent study, U.S. farmers are losing
close to $1.26 billion in agricultural exports
and about $3.6 billion in exports related to ag-
riculture because of these restrictions.

The U.S. Senate has taken the first step in
easing agricultural trade restrictions, and the
House of Representatives should follow. The

Senate position has garnered wide support
from a broad array of agricultural interests.
The National Farm Bureau, the USA Rice
Federation, the dairy industry, wine sellers, all
support lifting the restrictions. The California
Farm Bureau supports lifting restrictions be-
cause it knows that California agriculture
stands to reap great benefits from trade with
Cuba. Up to $98 million in agricultural prod-
ucts, and $287 million in related sales could
be generated, simply by lifting the restriction
on private financing.

The Cubans are ready, willing, and able to
purchase our goods. They have stated publicly
that they would buy over a billion dollars’
worth of agricultural goods if we would only lift
restrictions, and help expedite licenses to
allow them access to the same lending terms
to which other countries have access. Let’s
help the American farmers. Let’s trust them
manage their own business and their own
risks. Lifting the restrictions would give them
this freedom.

This is a simple vote, will we agree to in-
struct the House conferees to agree with the
Senate—which has already realized the ne-
cessity of this change in policy—or do we con-
tinue with a failed policy, which helps no one
and hurts American farmers? I urge my col-
leagues to support this move, and vote ‘‘yes’’
on the Dooley motion to instruction the con-
ferees.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
opposition to the H.R. 2646, the motion to in-
struct conferees on the Farm Security Act to
repeal restrictions against private financing of
agricultural sales to Cuba.

Doing business with Cuba means doing
business with Castro, it is that simple. So long
as Cuba’s dictator maintains his stranglehold
on every aspect of Cuban life, lifting any as-
pect of the embargo would mean subsidizing
Castro. The truth is that Cuba can get food
from almost anywhere in the world. However
the Cuban Government chooses to ration the
food that it does receive and even goes as far
as to prohibit its citizens from producing their
own. Under Castro, every aspect of the econ-
omy is controlled by the Cuban Government.
In Cuba there is no such thing as free enter-
prise. By sending our products into Cuba, we
are only giving Castro the symbolic victory and
propaganda he craves. By sending our agri-
culture products into Cuba, we are only pro-
viding assistance to a dictator and a terrorist.

The Cuban Government is characterized by
its systematic trampling of civil rights and polit-
ical freedom, the killing of civilians, the sub-
human conditions of its prisons and by a legal
system that perpetuates the violation of
human rights. According to Amnesty Inter-
national, no other country of Cuba’s size has
held so many political prisoners for so long
under such inhuman circumstances of atrocity
and terror. These atrocities are not some far
off history of a generation ago. They are hap-
pening today, in jails closer to Miami than we
are to my home in New Jersey.

By lifting these sanctions with nothing in ex-
change from the Cuban Government—no free
elections, no commitments on human rights,
no civil liberties—we are betraying the very
people that this embargo was designed to
help. Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to op-
pose H.R. 2646 and to remain steadfast in
their support for the Cuban people.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.
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Without objection, the previous ques-

tion is ordered on the motion.
There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2646, FARM SECURITY
ACT OF 2001
Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-

tion to instruct conferees.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BACA moves that the managers on the

part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 2646, an
Act to provide for continuation of agricul-
tural programs through fiscal year 2011, be
instructed to agree to provisions contained
in section 452 of the Senate amendment, re-
lating to restoration of benefits to children,
legal immigrants who work, refugees, and
the disabled.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA) is recognized for
30 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on my
motion to instruct on H.R. 2646.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, let me begin by thank-

ing the Congressional Hispanic caucus,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM), the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) and a bipar-
tisan group of colleagues for working
so hard within the conference com-
mittee to restore food stamp benefits
to working, taxpaying legal residents,
and I state, to taxpaying legal resi-
dents.

We all agree that the time has come
for Congress to ensure that all legal
residents are eligible for food stamps.
America provides aid to hungry people
all over the world, yet we do not take
care of everyone who needs it right
here at home.

Children of legal immigrants to our
Nation are starving. It is as simple as
that. With the passage of welfare re-
form in 1996, almost all legal immi-
grants lost food stamp eligibility. In
1998, Congress realized it had gone too
far. But it only restored food stamps to

benefit kids and elderly who arrived in
our country before 1996. Thousands of
immigrants who arrived here in the
last 5 years will never receive any help
from us for their nutritional needs.

The current law does nothing to help
them feed their children, many of
whom are United States citizens. Let
me say that again, many who are
United States citizens. Kids who are
United States citizens are starving
under the current law. This must stop.
It can stop with us.

This motion instructs the 2002 Farm
Security Act conference to restore
much-needed food stamp benefit to
legal, permanent residents. I state, to
legal, permanent residents. It would
allow legal residents who have been in
the United States for 5 years to apply
for food stamps if they are low income.
This is what the President has pro-
posed. I state, this is what the Presi-
dent has proposed.

It would allow children to be eligible
for food stamps, regardless of when
they entered the United States. This
provision is also contained in the farm
bill that the Senate brought to the
conference committee. It would reduce
the current requirement that an immi-
grant accrue 10 years of working his-
tory to qualify for food stamps to 4
years of work to qualify.

Why should all of us support this mo-
tion? Because it makes sense, both fis-
cally and morally, and because strong
bipartisan support already exists for
restoring food stamps to legal immi-
grants.

Support for restoring benefits crosses
ideological and partisan lines. Presi-
dent Bush’s 2002 budget includes a pro-
posal to restore food stamps to legal
immigrants, and I state, to legal immi-
grants, who have lived in the United
States for 5 years. Newt Gingrich even
stated that the restrictions on legal
immigrants’ eligibility for food stamps
were one of the provisions in the wel-
fare law that went too far; that went
too far. Members from both sides of
this aisle in both Chambers support
restoration.

Also the children’s restoration is
very inexpensive. It is already built
into the $6.4 billion allotment for the
nutrition title. The cost is $200 million.
That is a small price when compared to
the entire $150 billion farm bill.

Restoration of the food stamps to im-
migrants with significant work history
costs nothing. CBO scored the enhance-
ment at zero. It will simplify the proc-
ess and help people at no cost to the
taxpayers, at no cost to the taxpayers.

Immigrant children need food
stamps. Children, more than any other
group, need access to healthy diets. I
state, children, more than any other
group, need access to healthy diet.

Research indicates that children who
do not receive adequate nutrition have
poor health development. We talk
about imposing performance standards
on kids in school, but how can kids per-
form when they go to school with an
empty stomach? It is very difficult to
perform if you have an empty stomach.

Section 452 of the Senate farm bill and
the alternative of the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) include this
provision for children.

Immigrant children are twice as like-
ly to live in homes where parents pay
more than 50 percent of their income in
rent. We will make sure that poor kids
receive the nutrition they need to one
day lift themselves out of poverty, and
I state, to lift themselves out of pov-
erty.

Restoring benefits to immigrant chil-
dren will help with this effort to reach
citizen children. Over 85 percent of im-
migrant families have mixed status,
households that include at least one
citizen child. Confusion about eligi-
bility and fear about their immigrant
status has caused these hard working
parents to stay away from the pro-
gram, even when these kids are eligi-
ble, and yet it affects their daily lives
as they are going to school.

Our current anti-immigrant food
stamp program causes that fear. These
are American citizens, American chil-
dren we are talking about, yet they do
not have access at the same time that
kids who are born citizens. According
to USDA from 1994 to 1998, 1 million
citizens of immigrant parents left the
food stamp program, representing a 74
percent decline for this group. It is
time that we helped these American
children.

Working immigrants need food
stamps. Low-wage working immigrants
should be granted access to food stamp
as work support. Legal immigrants are
just as likely as natives to work, but
they are two times as likely to be poor.
Forty-three percent work in jobs pay-
ing less than $7.50 an hour, and wages
have risen more slowly for immigrants
than natives over the last decade.

This motion builds on principles al-
ready established under the current
law. Currently legal immigrants, indi-
viduals or couples that can show a
combined work history of 10 years, are
exempt from food stamp restrictions on
legal immigrants. The notion behind
this exemption was that no family with
a demonstrated work history should be
prohibited access to critical work sup-
port.

The Senate bill builds upon the prin-
ciples of fairness, and so should we. I
state, the Senate bill builds upon the
principles of fairness, and so should we.
It would allow low-income individuals
or married couples that can dem-
onstrate, and I state, that can dem-
onstrate, a combined workforce history
of 4 years, to begin food stamp eligi-
bility. Four years of work is measured
by earning 16 quarters of earnings
under the Social Security system.

It is time that all hard-working, tax
paying, and I state, hard-working, tax
paying residents of this country, are el-
igible for the same benefits in times of
difficulty. Many of our veterans who
served are legal permanent residents.
This would allow them also to be eligi-
ble as well. When tax day rolls around,
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it just is not for us to ask people, are
you a citizen or not?

f
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We should not. When deciding wheth-
er to help and feed our children, we
should apply the same law, not just
when we need it for taxes, but at the
same time, when applying the law to
feed our children.

We need the President to pick up the
phone and say, get it done. We need his
leadership now. This is about fairness;
this is about our children.

Mr. Speaker, I retain the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
claim the time in opposition, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

As the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Department Operations
Oversight, Nutrition, and Forestry of
the House Committee on Agriculture, I
have been charged with the responsi-
bility for attempting to work out this
very difficult issue, and I commend the
gentleman for his interest in the issue
and for his efforts on behalf of people
who are in need. However, I must
strongly oppose the motion to accept
the Senate language here, because to
do so would be irresponsible.

The fact of the matter is that while
there are certainly people here who are
in need of assistance, it is definitely
not the case that everybody that the
Senate language would cover would fit
into that category, and it is also not
the case that the people that would be
covered are as described by the gen-
tleman.

For example, he refers to tax-paying
legal residents. Well, it is not a re-
quirement under the Senate language
that the individual have ever paid a
penny in taxes in order to receive these
benefits. It only requires that they
have been in this country as a lawful,
permanent resident for 5 years. The
fact of the matter is that some people
who have been here for 5 years and may
have been taxpaying, contributing
members of our society and who, as a
result of some misfortune, have fallen
on hard times and need to receive food
stamps, a good case could be made, as
has been made by the President of the
United States, that some individuals
who have been here 5 years should re-
ceive them.

But the problem with the Senate lan-
guage is that it has no definition of
that. It does not say you have to have
been a taxpayer; it does not say that
you had to have been employed for a
certain period of time.

Many people are not aware, but the
fact of the matter is that a number of
noncitizens receive food stamps right
now. Children, the disabled, refugees,
permanent residents who have been in
the United States for more than 10
years and have 40 quarters of work his-
tory are just some of the categories for
which people can receive these benefits
right now.

The President has said that he would
like to see that expanded. However, in
making that expansion, we have to do
it responsibly. We cannot just open the
door and not say that there is no stand-
ard to be met, no criteria, such as hav-
ing been a taxpayer, having had a work
history, particularly for people who are
able-bodied and are between the ages of
18 and 60, for example. Or we need to
look at how long this should be allowed
to be provided, because, for example,
somebody who has been a lawful, per-
manent resident of the United States
after they have been here for 5 years in
that status are eligible to apply for
United States citizenship; and when
they do so, they then can receive the
same benefits as any other American
citizen.

There is a problem with that, how-
ever. The Immigration Service does
not work very well. Sometimes it takes
a long time for an individual who has
qualified, met this 5-year criteria, that
everybody has specified, the Repub-
lican conferees, the Democratic con-
ferees, the President, have all talked
about 5 years of lawful residence. But
once you get to that point and you
wanted to apply for citizenship to be
treated exactly the same as any other
American citizen, you cannot always
get that done quickly. So we put for-
ward a proposal that said that if you
were to reach that point, that you
would be entitled to 2 years of food
stamps if you had a work history to
support that.

The fact of the matter is that in 2
years’ time, the vast majority of people
who apply for citizenship would be
processed and become citizens. We do
not require you to become a citizen. If
you do not wish to do so, then you had
the opportunity to receive those bene-
fits for 2 years anyway.

The point is that all of these things
are in negotiation between the House
conferees, the Senate conferees, and
the White House to do the responsible
thing, to do what recognizes the needs
where they exist and provide them as
the offer that the House conferees
made, which included something the
Senate conferees did not include in
their most recent offer to us, which is
for children, for disabled individuals,
and for refugees to receive food stamps.
Those are certainly areas that should
be covered. But it should not be a blan-
ket coverage where anybody gets it
whether they have ever contributed
anything or whether they have simply
come to this country, stayed here for a
period of time, and now want to receive
government assistance.

So I would urge my colleagues to re-
strain themselves from saying that
just because the Senate has put some-
thing out there that we should natu-
rally rush to it. No, we should discuss
this with the Senate, we should discuss
this with the White House, we should
work out a responsible plan, and that
is what we are in the process of doing,
and this motion to instruct the con-
ferees, which is nonbinding, but none-

theless is an attempt to, I think, make
a political statement is not helpful to
that process; and I would urge my col-
leagues to defeat it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California for yielding
me this time. I commend him for his
leadership and the leadership of the
Hispanic Caucus in this conference in
bringing up this important motion to
instruct.

Mr. Speaker, as a new cochair of the
Democratic Coalition, I am pleased to
rise today in strong support of the
Baca motion. This motion works to en-
sure that those who are here legally in
the United States receive basic food
stamp benefits. After the implementa-
tion of the 1996 welfare reform legisla-
tion, most legal immigrants lost their
access to all welfare benefits, including
food stamps. Although legal immi-
grants represent only about 6 percent
of those on public aid, they took the
brunt of the cuts made by the welfare
law.

Many of those who lost benefits were
people who could not support them-
selves. They were too disabled, too old,
or too frail to work. Further, research
has shown that since this legislation
was passed, many immigrant children
have experienced increased difficulty
in obtaining the resources to purchase
nutritionally-adequate food. The mo-
tion before the House today would re-
store food stamp benefits to legal im-
migrants.

Support for restoring this benefit
crosses idealogical and partisan lines.
A report issued by the bipartisan U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform,
subsequent to the welfare law’s enact-
ment, recommended against denying
benefits to legal immigrants solely be-
cause they were noncitizens. In fact,
President Bush’s 2003 budget includes a
proposal to restore food stamps to legal
immigrants who have lived in the
United States for 5 years; but now, that
is being blocked by the Republican ma-
jority in Congress during this con-
ference meeting.

As a New Democrat, I believe it is es-
sential to support our legal immi-
grants. Our welfare reform law broke
the long-standing agreement between
future citizens and their adopted home-
land. Legal immigrants share the same
responsibility as citizens. They pay
taxes; they serve in the military.
Many, if not all, are working hard to
become full-fledged citizens. The
United States has always embraced
legal immigrants who enrich our cul-
ture and work hard to make our Nation
stronger; but just like anyone else, im-
migrants can sometimes fall on hard
times. We now have an opportunity to
do the right thing and reestablish the
contract between legal immigrants and
American society. I urge my colleagues
to support this motion.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself 30 seconds.
The gentleman from Wisconsin has

accurately stated that the President
has put forward a proposal providing
food stamps for noncitizens beyond
those who already have them now. The
gentleman from California, in his ear-
lier remarks, said that the proposal
that he is asking us to adopt here was
the proposal that the President sup-
ported, and that is not the case. He has
put forward a different proposal.

At another point in his remarks he
also made reference to the fact that
this would be at no cost to the tax-
payers. I did not follow that at all.
This is a $2.485 billion cost to the tax-
payers of this country, and I think peo-
ple need to be aware of that.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, in 1996 we had much of
a similar debate on an issue of this na-
ture. We debated the whole concept of
welfare and determined that some
change had to be undertaken. After
several attempts by this body, by this
Congress, to pass legislation, in fact,
they did; the previous President had
vetoed it a couple of times and eventu-
ally he got on board with it and de-
cided that, in fact, it was a good thing.
It has proven to be a very good thing.
It has proven to be even more success-
ful than many of the folks who had
originally supported it could hope for.

The numbers of people, as we all
know, on welfare have gone down dra-
matically. Percentages in some States
have gone down so dramatically that it
boggles the imagination. Somewhere
around 70 and 80 percent the caseload
has been reduced subsequent to the 1996
act. A lot of people say it has every-
thing to do with the economy being
better. But historically we can look at
it and find out that over the past cen-
tury, as a matter of fact, and at least
for the past 6 years when we have had
a much more intensive welfare pro-
gram in the United States operating,
that the number of people on welfare
continued to go up. Regardless of the
economic conditions in the country,
whether we were in a recession or
whether we were in good times, it did
not matter; the number of people went
up, the number of people on welfare
went up. So we cannot draw a conclu-
sion to this phenomenon based upon
simply a good economy.

Now, we now know that that plan
worked and the plan was to get people
off of welfare. It was to do everything
we could to get people off of welfare.
That is a good idea. We undertook it,
and it worked. Here we have a proposal
to reverse that, to put more people
back on welfare; and frankly, I would
be opposing it if it was for a non-
immigrant family, a native American
family or anybody else. It is not a good
idea basically; it is not a good idea to

expand the opportunities and expand
the number of people eligible for food
stamps or welfare in this country.

The fact is that the proposal from
the Senate side goes much farther than
even the expressed intent as described
earlier on. One part of it actually
eliminates a part of the law, or at least
a concept that has been in practice in
the United States for well over 100
years, and that is making someone re-
sponsible. If someone is applying for
immigration into the United States, a
document has to be filled out. This is
it. It is an affidavit of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service. The fourth item on
this is, and this is called, by the way,
an affidavit of support. It says that
‘‘This affidavit is made by me for the
purpose of assuring the United States
Government that the person or persons
named in item 3,’’ the person coming
into the country, ‘‘would not become a
public charge in the United States.’’
Number 5, that ‘‘I am willing to be able
to receive, maintain and support the
persons named in item 3. I am willing
to deposit a bond, if necessary, to guar-
antee such persons will not become a
public charge to the United States.’’

Now, there is again a reason for this
to be in the law, and a part of the law,
by the way, that has been there for
well over 100 years. And of course it is
to not make the welfare system in any
way, shape or form a magnet for immi-
gration. I think everybody would agree
that that should not happen.

Now, it is true that even under the
present change that is being proposed,
someone would still had to have been
here 5 years; but they actually wipe
out this part of the law of the Senate
amendment. It says for this purpose,
for food stamps for this purpose, this
affidavit would not be required.

Now, I am not going to suggest here
that we have been very judicious in our
approach of enforcing this particular
provision of the law. I do not know the
last person that was actually forced to
do it.

b 1630

It is nonetheless a good idea. I have
a letter from the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) to
the Attorney General asking him es-
sentially why there has not been that
kind of enforcement, and what we were
going to do in order to try and begin
the process of enforcing this particular
provision. I hope, of course, that we
will.

But we should certainly not elimi-
nate it. We should not, and whether or
not we forcefully employ it is one
thing, but to actually strike it out of
the law and say that we would not hold
anybody responsible, if one comes here
with a sponsorship, no one would be re-
sponsible for the financial well-being of
the person coming into the country, as,
of course, has been the case, at least in
the law if not in practice; de jure, if
not de facto, it is irresponsible of us to
move ahead to accept the Senate

amendments. It is especially irrespon-
sible to abolish this part of the law.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. REYES), the Congressional His-
panic Caucus chair.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

I was sitting there listening to my
colleague speaking on the other side of
the aisle, talking about the Welfare
Reform Act that has proven to be a
good thing.

I would ask him, since when is hun-
ger a good thing? Since when is the
fact that there are children going to
bed hungry and going to school hungry
a good thing for this country? It goes
contrary to everything that we stand
for.

In regard to the affidavit of support,
the answer to that is that if we file an
affidavit for support and someone is in-
tending to go on welfare, then the im-
migrant visa will not be issued. I know
about that because I spent 261⁄2 years
working in the immigration service.

But today, Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Baca motion that
instructs conferees on the Farm Secu-
rity Act. The House has passed the
Farm Security Act without any protec-
tion in the nutrition title for vulner-
able populations, and any farm bill re-
authorization would be incomplete
without a well-founded nutrition title
that includes a clean and simple res-
toration of the food stamp eligibility
for legal residents; again, legal resi-
dents.

I am pleased that we have united in
a very bipartisan manner in an effort
to restore food stamp benefits to legal
residents. I believe that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle as a whole
are not committed to continuing an
anti-immigrant, anti-Latino, anti-fam-
ily pro-hunger campaign that we have
come to equate with some of those on
the other side of the aisle.

However, regrettably, the House Re-
publican conferees have been relentless
in their efforts to undermine a clean
and simple restoration of food stamp
benefits. It is unconscionable and re-
grettable that some Members in this
House would use this issue and the
issue of hunger that is faced by the
most vulnerable of our population as a
political ploy and a political tool.
There is no compassion in withholding
food from families and from children.

I welcome the administration’s pro-
posal to extend eligibility to legal resi-
dents who have lived in the United
States for 5 years. The proposal is sim-
ple and straightforward, and every
Member in this House ought to support
it. I agree with the Baca amendment,
and I hope my colleagues vote to sup-
port it.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I would respond to the
gentleman, who has absolutely mis-
represented the position of the House
conferees, the Republican conferees, on
the farm bill.
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The gentleman asks how welfare re-

form is good if children are going hun-
gry. The fact of the matter is, the pro-
posal that we put forward in the con-
ference on the farm bill provides food
stamp benefits for children from day
one, from the first day they enter the
country. The proposal that the Senate
had put forward made them wait 5
years. That is a long time to be hun-
gry, 5 years, before they qualified for
food stamps.

So to say that this is something that
the House Republicans are trying to
drive a wedge through is absolutely
wrong, absolutely wrong, and it is the
kind of partisan statement that does
not promote working out a serious and
complicated problem. But we have pro-
vided for children, the disabled, and
refugees from the day they arrive in
this country.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to support the
gentleman’s amendment for the House.
I serve as a ranking member of the
committee on which the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) serves
as a chair.

There is a fundamental disagreement
over this issue. The issue is, indeed, to
restore to legal residents or legal im-
migrants the right to food stamps. In
1996, we denied that. We took them off,
for whatever reason, and perhaps, as
one of our speakers have said, it was to
reduce the incidence of welfare. We
have re-examined that on many issues.
We re-examined that on children, on
senior citizens, and found it unaccept-
able and inconsistent with our moral
values and the values of America.

Now, the Senate bill has certainly a
more generous provision than the
President’s, but we must say, the
President went a great step, and I sup-
port what the President has done. He
said that legal residents who have been
here 5 years indeed should have the
right, the full right to be restored for
food stamps. It also, in the Senate bill,
the Senate bill said it would be only 4
years, so there is some room between
what the President said and the Senate
said.

But the core of this amendment is to
say that every right should be given to
legal residents. They serve us well in
our employment. We do not complain
about that. They serve us well in our
military. We do not complain about
that. It would seem inconsistent with
our own stated views that we would not
have consistency through that.

We indeed should support this
amendment. I think it is very basic. In
particular, the one that the President
has offered is very basic: In 5 years you
are legal and you have the right. It
does not say that you would try to
make differentials between ages of
children. It does not try to make it
more complex. Becoming a citizen is

complex enough. We should not make
having the right to food tied to citizen-
ship. It is unacceptable to our moral
values.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 2 minutes to respond to
my good friend and colleague from the
committee.

The fact of the matter is, the Presi-
dent’s proposal is simple, but it leaves
out children who have been here less
than 5 years. They do not receive any-
thing under that proposal. We are try-
ing, in cooperation with the White
House, and we very much respect the
President’s efforts in this area to work
that out with the President and with
the Senate conferees and the House
Democratic conferees. But the fact of
the matter is that it is not so simple as
to say, you do it for 5 years and that is
it.

Now, the other thing that is criti-
cally important to recognize here is
that the proposal that the gentleman
from California (Mr. BACA) is asking
the conference to support, the Senate
proposal, does not impose any standard
whatsoever on an able-bodied working
adult, whether or not they have chil-
dren. If they have no children, they are
between the ages of 18 and 60, they
have absolutely no contribution. They
do not have to have worked a day since
they have entered the United States.
As long as they have been a permanent,
lawful resident of this country for 5
years, they are able to receive food
stamps. Even if they have been in the
country unlawfully, they are able to
get food stamps.

There is absolutely no basis for giv-
ing food stamps to people who have
made no contribution to the society.
So all we are asking is, impose some
guidelines and we can work this out.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I was
about to ask the gentleman if he is
suggesting that he would be willing to
restate it, all the legal immigrants,
plus your provision, if they had some
standard? Is that a 5-year standard, a 4-
year standard?

Mr. GOODLATTE. I would tell the
gentlewoman, we offered a standard.
The Senate did not accept that. We
have been continuing to negotiate with
the Senate, with the White House, on
what that standard would be. Yes, we
have been talking about how long an
individual has to have been working, if
they are an able-bodied individual.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Would the gen-
tleman put a time limit on what a
legal immigrant would have?

Mr. GOODLATTE. Absolutely. We
put a time limit on it, as well.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the motion to in-
struct conferees of the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA) to include Senate

provisions on restoring the food stamp
benefits for legal immigrants.

Food stamps are a critical part of the
safety net, and they are woven into
helping individuals and families in
time of need. This should hold true for
immigrants who are legal immigrants
and play by the rules and pay taxes. We
are not asking for special treatment,
we are asking that they be treated the
same. To do otherwise would be dis-
criminatory.

We are simply asking that legal im-
migrants, and we are not talking about
illegals, we are talking about legal im-
migrants, be treated in a fair manner.
Despite the calls by President Bush to
provide legal, permanent residents ac-
cess to Federal nutrition programs,
House Republicans, conferees on the
farm bill, have refused to budge.

I cannot understand the lingering bi-
ases against these immigrants. The
President would allow legal permanent
residents who have been in this coun-
try for 5 years to be able to get access.
Why would not the conferees do that?
We are talking about individuals that
might be disabled, we are talking about
people that might have lost their jobs,
we are talking about possible children
that are in need.

In too many cases, immigrant chil-
dren suffer from hunger right here in
our own back yards. Their parents
work hard, they pay their taxes, and
they play by the rules, but they are in
need and require assistance. Nutrition
is just the first step to a host of health
and social problems.

Let us not play any more games with
immigrant children. Let us treat them
as we would treat anyone else. When
we ask them to join us and fight in our
wars, in fact, I want to share with the
Members that we have over 62,000 im-
migrants serving in our military right
now. Twenty percent of the Medal of
Honor recipients are immigrants. In
addition to that, of those, 19,928 are
permanent residents that are still not
citizens but serving our country. By
the way, as we do not pay them
enough, a lot of those military people
qualify for food stamps, but not these
particular ones.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has it
exactly backwards. The proposal that
we have put forward provides food
stamps for children, the disabled, and
refugees. The proposal that the gen-
tleman refers to, section 452, only re-
fers to citizens who have been in the
country for more than 5 years. So if
you are a child who has been here less
than 5 years, you are not covered by
the proposal of the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA).

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

This legislation, or this proposal, I
suppose, and the opposition to this mo-
tion has been characterized as anti-
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Latino and anti-family. Well, in a way
I would suggest that it is an insult to
suggest to anyone that in fact if you
are doing something here to reform
welfare, that the only people who
would benefit by overexposure to wel-
fare, give out more welfare, are
Latinos. That, of course, I think is an
insult to Latinos.

In fact, I believe everything we do to
try to stop the expansion of welfare, es-
pecially, in this case, food stamps, we
are doing as a pro-family activity. I
will tell the Members why I believe
that.

The welfare law, the reform law of
1996 to which I referred earlier, re-
placed AFDC with a brand new pro-
gram, Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families, often referred to around here
as TANF. This reform has been widely
acknowledged, once again I say, widely
acknowledged by both opponents of it
originally and its supporters as a tre-
mendous success leading to a dramatic
drop in dependence and child poverty.

Hear that: The TANF is an improve-
ment, a reform of the system; some-
thing that had work requirements in-
grained in it, something that had a
number of other activities that were
required before a recipient could get
help. That improvement had a dra-
matic drop in dependence, a dramatic
drop in child poverty, increases in em-
ployment, and it slowed down the
growth of out-of-wedlock childbearing.

Critics of the original program said it
would throw millions of children into
poverty, and in fact, the opposite has
occurred. Poverty rates of black chil-
dren and children in single-parent fam-
ilies are now at the lowest point in our
Nation’s history. TANF requires people
to work as a condition of receiving aid.

Food stamps continue to provide a
long-term one-way handout. Work re-
quirements are virtually nonexistent,
and they are nonexistent in the pro-
posal put forward by the Senate, the
one this motion is designed to have our
conferees accept.

So which of us is in fact here pro-
family, which of us is in fact pro-
Latino, if they continually reference
that as part of this debate? Is it those
who would suggest that welfare, espe-
cially the handout that does not have
any work requirement tied to it, is not
the best thing that we can do to the
people of this country?

By all accounts, by empirical evi-
dence, it is no longer theory, we now
have 6 years of evidence to show that
work requirements and a different kind
of philosophy with regard to welfare is
better. It does reduce poverty rates. It
does do better things for families.

b 1645
So I certainly take it as a personal

affront when someone suggests that I
would promote something that is anti-
family, anti-Latino or any of the other
anti- arguments that were thrown
against it. I suggest to my colleagues
that it is exactly the opposite.

Creating another system of welfare
without the kind of requirements that

TANF has intrinsically brought to bear
in this discussion is anti-family. That
is what we can do to screw up families;
to increase poverty is to expand this
program of food stamps. My opposition
to this plan is not designed to be anti-
family. It is just the opposite.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SOLIS).

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, what an in-
teresting debate to talk about welfare
when I know we are really trying to
talk about hunger and poverty and
children and the fact that legal immi-
grant children should not be treated
differently just because maybe they
speak a different language. Maybe they
have parents from another country.
Maybe they even have parents who are
serving this country in the military.
Some of those very parents represent
children in my district. They are serv-
ing us right now proudly in Afghani-
stan and my colleagues are telling
them that they cannot have food on
the table, that they are not going to
get a meal even though their dad or
mom is probably out there serving our
country on a 24-hour watch.

That is what we are talking about.
The face of these children is not some-
one who just came over the border, and
let me further say that some of these
immigrant families, a majority happen
to be children. They are not all on wel-
fare. Many of them just lost their jobs.
Believe it or not, there is a recession
that is going on; and in our districts
where unemployment is up to 9 and 10
percent, there are people who are very
hungry.

They are not looking necessarily for
a free handout. They are going to have
to be here for 4 years and work. They
are going to have to be here to prove
themselves worthy of this kind of as-
sistance that our great country should
make available.

I think immigrants come to this
country because they know there is a
better life here for them; but most
come with the thought that they are
going to be working hard, and we
should justly support this motion to
instruct the conferees to reinstate
those benefits and allow for children as
well as seniors and as well as families,
working families who are in this situa-
tion now, where recession is hitting
them hard, they do not have enough
food to provide three meals a day.

Some are lucky enough at school, our
children, that they get maybe a snack
there; and my colleagues are telling
them that they cannot have the oppor-
tunity to have a full stomach for to-
night. I think that is a bad message to
send.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I would say to the gentlewoman that
I agree with a couple of the points she
made, but the problem is she has not
read the section that the gentleman
from California (Mr. BACA) has cited of
the Senate bill that he wants us to sup-
port because that section provides

nothing for children who have been
here for less than 5 years.

The proposal that we put forward
covers children, refugees and disabled
individuals who have been here less
than that time, but she also said some-
thing else that is very important.

She said people would have to have
been here and to have worked in order
to receive these benefits, but the pro-
posal that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia asks us to support has abso-
lutely no work-history requirement in
it whatsoever, whereas the proposal we
have put forward has a work-history
requirement.

That is what we are asking for. Do
not do this blindly. Let us help the peo-
ple who truly need the help, but let us
not give a blank check to people who
have not contributed to our society.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, how much
time do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FERGUSON). The gentleman has 12 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, it is great to be on the floor
with a distinguished colleague like the
gentleman from California (Mr. BACA),
and I thank him so very much for his
leadership on this issue along with my
colleagues.

It is equally interesting to be on the
floor with my distinguished colleague
from the Committee on the Judiciary,
and let me frame the argument that I
believe has limited merit. I do not even
know why we are here arguing a point
that is obvious.

It is interesting, when we were look-
ing and debating the H–1B visas, giving
benefit to individuals who would come
in and give businesses opportunities for
enhanced talent from other countries,
we had no opposition from the other
side. In fact, it was a midnight train
that they passed the H–1B visas be-
cause those individuals were of a cer-
tain economic level, and no one had
any anti-immigrant conversation at
that time. In fact, they were rolling
across those of who were talking about
jobs and the opportunity for Americans
to be trained in high technology.

Interestingly enough, when we talk
about feeding people and making sure
that families have the opportunity to
apply, that is the distinction here.
These are not handouts. The provisions
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. BACA) is supporting is simply say-
ing that people have an opportunity to,
as a legal resident, to apply if they are
in need. That is a legal resident who
has worked. That is a legal resident
who has children. That is a legal resi-
dent who is disabled. It is a legal resi-
dent who is fighting in the United
States military right now, putting
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themselves on the line and offering
themselves so that we might live free.

When it is good for the goose, and
high profile, expensive businesses, roll
over the folks over here on the other
side of the aisle. Vote on it when we
are in airplanes, gone in the dark of
night or in the late of day; but when it
comes to dealing with people who are
in need and they are making a point,
suggesting that we are throwing food
stamps all over the world, we are not.
It is an application process, based upon
a criteria of need; and if someone does
not need it, they will not get it.

This is a sham and a shame. I think
we should support the gentleman from
California’s (Mr. BACA) motion to in-
struct, and we have got to realize that
legal residents are serving this country
and fighting for Americans and deserve
fairness and equality.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA).

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time, and I hope that the debate is not
as confusing to folks who are watching
this as to those of us who are sitting
here and listening.

I want to first commend the gen-
tleman from Virginia for his effort to
try to deal with this issue. I do not be-
lieve he goes far enough, but I do want
to recognize that my friend and col-
league from Virginia has made some ef-
forts; and he has always, I know, in
committee made efforts to try to be
reasonable, and quite honestly I believe
is someone who has his heart in the
right place. So I want to make sure I
mention that.

The issue for many of us is that the
proposal that I believe the gentleman
from Virginia is bringing up that con-
ferees from the Republican side of the
aisle brought to the conference for dis-
cussion while it did do a good job when
it came to children, it did not do a
good job for the parents of those chil-
dren; and as a result, many of the con-
ferees on the Democratic side had to
oppose the proposal by the gentleman.

If the gentleman would be willing to
put forth his proposal with regard to
his children and the disabled and with
refugees and then we work out the dis-
agreement with regard to adults, I
think we could go somewhere because I
think all of us want to take care of
kids. None of us want to see a child go
to school malnourished, because we
know from our own experience, forget
about the research. From our own ex-
perience as parents, what happens if a
child goes to school hungry?

So we can get somewhere, and I be-
lieve there is a fix here; but I would
hope that we would not undermine the
ability to help families who are work-
ing. We are not talking about families
on welfare, families who are working to
make sure they sustain their families
at the basic level.

We are not talking about giving
these folks a chance to go buy the lol-
lipops and the Popsicle and all the

extra stuff. We are talking about basic
food stuffs. Remember that the people
we are talking about are for the most
part working American families that
have not yet become citizens, but have
been here for quite some time; and the
study shows most of them work longer
hours than do most native-born Ameri-
cans.

Unfortunately, because they work in
jobs for the most part that pay $7.50 an
hour or less, about 42 percent of those
work in those kind of jobs, they have a
hard time. They are working. They do
not get benefits. They have no health
care. They are the people that are
mowing our lawns, caring for our sen-
iors, for our grandparents. They are
the people who are caring for our kids;
and because those are professions,
those are occupations which we have
not yet in this country come to recog-
nize as valuable, believe it or not, car-
ing for our kids, the people who care
for our kids we pay them less than $7.50
an hour, they suffer especially during
recessions.

All we are saying, let us not do it to
folks who are trying to do it the right
way, not by applying for welfare: work-
ing, working long hours, working two
jobs. Let us help them make sure that
their kids are fed decently. Let us
make sure we do not make them have
to miss a rent payment to feed their
kids, and we could do that without
causing others to suffer.

I believe this is something we can
work out. We should support this mo-
tion to recommit by the gentleman
from California (Mr. BACA).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA) for his kind
words, and we are trying to work this
out. I would say to him, however, that
this motion to instruct conferees is not
well geared toward accomplishing that
because it only deals with the section
of the Senate bill that covers the 5
years and above. It does not take care
of children, refugees, and disabled indi-
viduals who have been here a shorter
period of time; and so that, I think, is
why this is counterproductive.

The President has also shown consid-
erable leadership on this issue. He
would like to provide assistance for
noncitizens who have been here for 5
years or more as lawful, permanent
residents of the United States; but the
fact of the matter is that when we do
that we have got to have some guide-
lines. We have got to have some stand-
ards of what kind of work history they
need to have shown before they get it
and how long these benefits are going
to be available to them.

That is all we ask is to work that
out, but supporting this motion to in-
struct the conferees moves us in the
opposite direction, does not move us
toward that.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the minority whip.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.

BACA) for yielding me the time and for
his leadership on this very, very impor-
tant issue to this Congress and to this
country.

Mr. Speaker, every day our country
is blessed by the coming to our great
country of many, many immigrants.
We are constantly, as a society, rein-
vigorated by their courage, by their de-
termination, by their family values, by
their commitment to community and
to a brighter future in America.

Every day from the day they arrive
and throughout the contributions they
make to our country it is a blessing to
us. Indeed, I think just about every
person in this House and in this room
certainly at this time is a product of
those aspirations and dreams.

Then it is sad to see how those immi-
grants to our country before they be-
come citizens, but while they are legal
immigrants, are not valued by our
country. Many of them work, and I
have good news for our colleague. The
gentleman from California’s (Mr. BACA)
motion to instruct does allow children
to be eligible for food stamps regard-
less of when they enter the country.

So the concern that the gentleman
raised that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia’s (Mr. BACA) motion does not ad-
dress children and their needs is incor-
rect, and I know that that will be good
news to him; and his amendment and
his motion to instruct does address
work and does have a worker require-
ment in it, and it does allow refugees
to be eligible for food stamps without a
time limit. So the concerns that he
raised, saying that his motion did not
address it, I am happy to inform my
colleague that he does because he is
asking us to agree to the Senate lan-
guage.

This is really unfortunate because it
is the third incident in less than 2
months where the Republicans have
brought to the floor amendments or
motions which are unfriendly to new-
comers to our country. We saw this
first during the campaign finance re-
form bill where one Republican Mem-
ber even referred to legal permanent
residents in the United States who
were not citizens as potential enemies
of the State.

We saw it in the debate on 245(i),
which is a very important correction in
our immigration bill where we only
won that vote by one vote, and some
Republicans did vote for it, but many
voted against it and voted with the Re-
publicans who wanted to squelch that
important initiative to the immigrant
community.

What we are talking about today is
really about fairness, fairness to our
newcomers as our ancestors had antici-
pated and hoped for fairness when they
came here.

b 1700

We talk about family values. No-
where are those family values stronger
than the immigrant community. We
talk about living the American dream
and aspiring for a better life. Those
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people bring courage to our country.
They are a constant source of
invigoration to our society, and I hope
that my colleagues will support the
amendment of the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA). A family of four
with two wage earners making the
minimum wage are still eligible for
Food Stamps because the minimum
wage is so low.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE).

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for bringing this motion
which I support. I would just suggest
that there are two things that are pret-
ty much universal in our country that
ought to support this motion. One
thing that is universal is the presence
of hunger in all parts of the country.
The reason that I have come to the
floor to share the story that I rep-
resent, in a sense, a very upscale area.
There are a lot of software millionaires
in my district. I represent Microsoft
Corporation. But even at the height of
the economic boom in the year 2000,
the food banks in my area of Wash-
ington were experiencing an increase of
people coming into the food bank from
anywhere from 12 to 50 percent depend-
ing on what time of the year.

I think that story is an untold story
across America. Even in the midst of
great prosperity, we have had individ-
uals, because we have a wage structure
in this country that does not suffi-
ciently honor work for a lot of folks,
that they are still hungry.

The second thing that I think is uni-
versal in this country, or ought to be,
is respect for everyone that works at
every wage level. I represent a lot of
people who work in software countries,
many of whom are legal immigrants,
who are fairly well compensated, and
their work is absolutely fundamental
to the American economy. But I hope
Members will agree with me that peo-
ple who are working in our nursing
homes caring for our parents, the peo-
ple who are cooking our food in our
restaurants, the people who are work-
ing in the hospitals helping clean the
ER rooms after surgery of our rel-
atives, those people deserve the same
level of dignity and the same level of
respect and legal protection as other
folks who are here legally in this coun-
try working over 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, I would submit those
two universalities of this country,
which are pockets of hunger, and re-
spect for all levels of dignity of work,
ought to merit that we pass this mo-
tion and do it proudly, and turn our
back to the sad statement that some
people have been making lately in this
Chamber that legal residents somehow
are unAmerican.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with much of
what the gentleman from Washington

(Mr. INSLEE) said, but the problem is
when he refers to lawful citizens work-
ing over 5 years, what the gentleman is
asking us to support has no such work
requirement in it. I think it is cer-
tainly negotiable within the con-
ference, within the House and Senate
Committees on Agriculture that are
meeting to work this out, that we
could come up with a work history re-
quirement that would be acceptable for
both sides. But the gentleman from
California (Mr. BACA) does not have
that in the language that he refers to
in the Senate bill. For that reason, I
have to oppose this motion.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thought there was a work requirement
of 16 quarters?

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, it is
an either/or work requirement. Some-
one can be here 5 years and never work
a day, or be here for 16 quarters of
work and qualify, not both. That is the
crux of the matter. There has got to be
a work history requirement for an
able-bodied adult, and there is no such
requirement in the motion.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman in favor of the 5 years if the
16-quarter requirement is there?

Mr. GOODLATTE. We certainly could
work that out. The proposal we put for-
ward was 20 quarters.

Mrs. CLAYTON. But there was also a
time line? It was only for 3.5 years?

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, we
limit it to 2 years, I believe, in the
offer.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would continue to yield,
would the gentleman be willing to re-
move the time lines and give legal resi-
dents the same right?

Mr. GOODLATTE. No, because an in-
dividual, after they have been here for
5 years is a lawful, permanent resident,
and they are entitled to apply for
United States citizenship. And if there
is a need to have benefits extended for
a longer period of time, they have that
option.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman and I both know it takes a
long time and is very expensive for peo-
ple to become legal citizens, and tying
food and hunger to citizenship is very
difficult.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, that
is why we allowed 2 years. That is a
very long time to apply for citizenship.
Almost all of the people who apply get
their citizenship within 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority
leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I urge
Members to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this motion.
There have been some intimation here
that this is a political debate. This is
not a political debate. It is about peo-
ple putting food on their table for their
family and their children.

Last week in conference, House Re-
publicans blocked a proposal to restore
Food Stamps to legal immigrants. It is
a proposal that has the support of
House Democrats, the Senate, and the
Bush administration. It benefits over
350,000 people. It helps keep people
from starving until they can put food
on their table on their own, and it pro-
vides a safety net for those less fortu-
nate and need assistance.

House Republicans sought to block
it, and block it they did. This is a re-
sponsible proposal, and it is simply the
right thing to do. Legal immigrants
who work hard, live by the rules, pay
taxes, even serve in our Armed Forces
deserve access to Food Stamps. Equal
treatment, fair treatment, we should
be promoting these values. But instead
of supporting policies that embody
these values, Republican House leaders
prefer to dole out subsidies to cor-
porate farms.

In this debate, that is their priority.
In this debate, this is what they de-
cided to do. It is bad policy and it is
wrong to send people a message that
responsibility is a value that we are
going to ignore. Legal immigrants have
not had access to Food Stamps in the
past 5 years. In the past 5 years, chil-
dren have gone hungry as a result. This
Congress should not end until we have
taken action to restore Food Stamps to
legal immigrants. We should reward
the value of hard work. We should re-
ward immigrant families who strength-
en our economy and our cultural life.
Let us restore Food Stamps. Let us get
the job done this year. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on
the Baca motion.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, in response to the gen-
tleman from Missouri, what has tran-
spired in the conference regarding the
farm bill has been inaccurately por-
trayed. The Senate tendered to the
House a proposal that had nothing in it
for the children, the refugees, and the
disabled individuals that the minority
leader referred to.

We tendered an offer which provided
Food Stamps for noncitizens who have
been here from day 1 if they are dis-
abled, they are children or if they are
refugees.

The difference of opinion between the
House and the Senate conferees in
terms of our proposals are that for
those people who are adults, they are
able-bodied, they are able to work and
between the ages of 18 and 60, they
ought to have some work history and
be able to show that they were contrib-
uting, tax-paying members of our soci-
ety; but they do not require that in the
proposal that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BACA) has set forth. That is
why I am opposed to this motion to in-
struct conferees.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to

the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, the
gentlewoman from California earlier
suggested that if we did not pass this
motion, that this would be a signal to
people coming into the country that we
were denying them the American
dream.

We have gone from suggesting that
some help may be needed for families
here who are not employed sufficiently,
to saying that essentially welfare is
the American dream. That this is what
we should hold out, this is the carrot
that we should hold out to people, be-
cause part of the American dream is
access to welfare.

We have heard continual references
to the degradation that would be the
result of nonpassage of this motion and
continuing the process of restricting
Food Stamps to people who are not
citizens for a period of time. But listen
to what degradation, in fact, occurs.
This is all documented. The reports
from which I quote are reports that are
available to anyone in this body.
Again, they are empirical information.
It is not something that we just make
up or theorize about with regard to the
effects of especially Food Stamps.

‘‘The traditional welfare system com-
prised of programs such as AFDC, Food
Stamps and public housing dramati-
cally undermined work ethnic, reduced
employment and generated long-term
dependence. For example, the Seattle-
Denver Income Maintenance Experi-
ment, a massive controlled experiment
on effects of welfare conducted in the
early 1980s, showed that for each addi-
tional dollar of welfare aid led, on av-
erage, to a reduction of employment
and earnings of 80 cents. These anti-
employment effects should apply to
cash as well as noncash aid.’’

Mr. Speaker, this is what we are try-
ing to avoid. I suggest, and I must say
that I would go further than the gen-
tleman from California, I do not be-
lieve that Food Stamps are an im-
provement on one’s condition. I do not
think it is a good thing. I would be op-
posing an expansion for any group; but
I guarantee, it is not a good thing for
the people that we are identifying here.
As all empirical evidence suggests, wel-
fare, especially the old AFDC program
and Food Stamps, are degrading.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, first I commend the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) for his contribution, stand-
ing up for welfare reform. This was a
tremendous triumph, a bipartisan tri-
umph, a law signed into effect by Presi-
dent Clinton, that was pushed by the
Republican Congress, supported by a
great many Democrats, and he is sim-
ply, and I agree with him, trying to
avoid unnecessary erosion of an impor-
tant principle, and that is we should be
giving people a hand up rather than a
hand out.

Mr. Speaker, with regard to the mo-
tion to instruct conferees, the Repub-

lican offer in the conference is to give
people a hand up and to help those peo-
ple who are most in need: Children, the
disabled and refugees. We also make
Food Stamps available for others if
they have a work history, and we make
it available to them for a limited pe-
riod of time.

What the gentleman from California
is asking the House to accept in terms
of what the Senate put forward does
absolutely nothing for children who
have been in this country for less than
5 years.

b 1715

Secondly, it does not impose a work
requirement that is not independent of
the 5-year standard. In other words,
what he is asking us to say is you can
either have worked or been here 5
years, one or the other. You do not
have to have both. That is not the posi-
tion of the President of the United
States, that is not the position of the
House conferees, and it should not be
what this House adopts as we take
these negotiations forward.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
motion to instruct conferees and let
the negotiations go forward in a good-
faith way to come up with something
that is fair to those people who are
truly in need but does not give a blank
check to people who have not contrib-
uted to our society and, therefore, have
no work history to justify receiving
these benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

First of all, I thank the gentleman
from Virginia in reference to the de-
bate, but I think he has not really read
the bill and does not have his facts to-
gether. The bill itself and the instruc-
tions do have a work requirement. Ap-
parently he opposes the President’s
proposal that actually states this, and
it does have a work requirement. And
no individual is eligible unless they
have demonstrated that they have
worked. So a lot of false statements
have been made here. And these people
have contributed to our society. They
have. These are legal, permanent indi-
viduals who have contributed to our so-
ciety, who have worked, are working
citizens, are taxpayers who have con-
tributed. These are individuals who are
veterans and children who deserve as-
sistance.

This is about meeting our needs. This
is about allowing legal immigrants who
are in the United States for 5 years or
more to have the opportunity to apply
for food stamps if they are low income.
This is the President’s proposal. It al-
lows children eligible for food stamps
regardless of when they enter the
United States. So we talk about not of-
fering to children, yes, we are offering
to children. Yes, we are providing as-
sistance to them.

And then it does cover the work re-
quirement, too, as well. This restores
the disabled opportunities to apply for

food stamps, regardless of the date that
they entered. I believe that we have
the responsibility to all of us in Amer-
ica to provide assistance for many of
our children. We want to make sure
that our children are not starving and
that our children have an opportunity
to go to school on a full stomach. This
is the right course. We should support
the restoration of the 5-year plan, the
plan submitted by the Senate that ba-
sically tells us what we should be doing
in complying, in helping and assisting
many individuals throughout our coun-
try.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the Baca Motion to In-
struct the Farm Bill Conferees to adopt the
Senate provisions that provide eligibility for
food stamps to lawfully present, hard-working
immigrant families in their time of need.

Legal immigrants are individuals who have
played by the rules. They work hard and pay
taxes that support the food-stamp program to
which they may be denied access if Mr.
BACA’s motion does not pass.

The fact is that many legal permanent resi-
dents lose their jobs because they work in in-
dustries hit hardest in times of economic
downturn and as a result, lack the finances to
buy food for their families.

When you consider that more than one in
five low income children belong to legal immi-
grant families, it is even more unconscionable
taht in their time of need, they will be denied
the most basic of safety-net programs.

As the world’s wealthiest nation, it is inex-
cusable that a high rate of hunger exists
among low-income legal permanent resident
families living in this country.

We must not allow this tragic situation to
continue. No one in this country, especially in-
nocent children, should go hungry.

Therefore, Congress should follow the
President’s lead and expand access to the
food stamp program for these hard-working,
legal residents and their children.

Support the Motion to Instruct.
Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of the motion by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. BACA. Each day in this country,
thousands of children go hungry because their
families are ineligible for food stamps. Many of
these children are American citizens and
many are legal permanent residents.

No matter their status, or the status of their
parents, there is no excuse for denying chil-
dren access to food.

No doubt many Members on the other side
of the aisle will oppose this motion. They want
to make it impossible for hard working, tax-
paying U.S. residents to feed their families just
because they are not yet full citizens. We are
not talking about people who have come to
this country illegally or people who refuse to
work.

Legal permanent residents, like our parents
and grandparents, have followed the rules and
come to America to work for a better life for
their families. They serve in our military and in
their communities and continue to make this
country a vibrant, diverse nation that is the
envy of the world.

Despite support by the Administration for
benefit restoration, House Republicans con-
tinue to stall the Farm Bill conference by op-
posing help for minorities and the poorest
among us. This is wrong, it is unfair and it is
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not in keeping with the spirit and ideals this
nation was founded upon.

I urge my colleagues to support this motion
and yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ROGERS of Michigan). All time has ex-
pired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BACA).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to 15 United
States Code 1024(a), the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
the Joint Economic Committee:

Mr. HILL of Indiana.
There was no objection.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the
House amendment to the Senate
amendment to H.R. 586 agreed to ear-
lier today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WELDON of Florida addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

IN MEMORY OF SCOTT
BILLINGSLEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to deliver a tribute to M. Scott
Billingsley, legislative director for
Colorado’s Sixth Congressional District
from December 15, 2001, to March 25,
the day of his death.

First and foremost, I am honored
today to share with you Scott’s dedica-
tion to his career, his fellow man and
his country. Mr. Speaker, my staff and
I were given the great privilege of
working with Scott for the last few
months of his life. When Scott became
my legislative director this past De-
cember, he instantly gained my respect
and, more importantly, generated a
sense of enthusiasm in his office which
empowered my staff to reach their per-
sonal best and to strive to work toward
perfection. Scott’s infectious person-
ality and poise drew people close to
him. We instantly enjoyed getting to
know him and were eager to learn from
him.

Scott possessed a rare gift that al-
lowed him to do his job thoroughly, in
a way that nurtured the work ethic of
his peers while at the same time en-
abled him to act as a mentor.

Mr. Speaker, we were blessed to have
Scott in our lives. Scott will always be
remembered as a person who lived life
to the fullest, with a passion for knowl-
edge and a sincere desire to make a dif-
ference in the lives of those around him
and the people of Colorado’s Sixth Con-
gressional District.

The news of his sudden death sad-
dened all of us beyond words. His pres-
ence is irreplaceable, his character ex-
ceptional.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit
Scott’s eulogy delivered by both his fa-
ther and fiancee for the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

It is important to let history know
that Mr. Billingsley was a man who
dedicated his life to improve the liveli-
hood of his fellow citizens and Amer-
ica.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to quote a verse from the Bible. In the
short time we were blessed with Scott
in our lives, we believe he would say
these words to help ease the hearts of
all those who knew and loved him. The
scripture is from Numbers 6:24–26:

‘‘The Lord bless thee and keep thee.
The Lord make his face to shine down
upon thee and be gracious unto thee.
The Lord lift up his countenance upon
thee and give thee peace.’’

While losing Scott was tragic, his
spirit remains with all of us.

EULOGY BY SCOTT’S FATHER, DR. MICHAEL L.
BILLINGSLEY

(MARCH 30, 2002, GRACE EPISCOPAL CHURCH,
COLORADO SPRINGS)

To the Family and Friends of Michael
Scott Billingsley:

This is the most difficult thing that a fa-
ther ever has to do, but I must say a few
words about our son. Most of you have
known and loved Scott for some or all of his
32 years, and I know you are devastated by
this loss. His mother and I, his sister, and
our family are crushed beyond words, and I
don’t know if we will ever completely re-
cover from this. Scott and Rebecca have al-
ways been our life and our joy. I have no
words to express the pain his passing has
caused.

We are comforted, however, by our firm be-
lief, that only Scott’s physical presence is
gone. His spirit is everlasting, and is bound
up in than mysterious force, that binds us all
together, the Holy Spirit of God.

I will let others recount Scott’s accom-
plishments and attributes. We all know that
he achieved much in his short time with us.
He was a gifted and talented young man, and
contributed a great deal to the lives of all
who knew him well.

I would like to focus for a moment on his
spirit, the enduring essence of his being.
Scott’s spirit is fiercely independent. From
the beginning, he asserted his uniquely indi-
vidual style, never egotistical, but always
assertive, and firm in his convictions. From
his earliest use of words and phrases, Scott
was an able debater and advocate. When Re-
becca was only 2 years old, and Scott 5, she
refused to talk, though able, because she had
only to point at something she wanted, and
Scott would instantly become her legal
counsel, explaining in full sentences what
Rebecca really meant to say. I don’t remem-
ber a time, when he was at a loss for words.
Blessed with a keen intellect, and once con-
vinced of the merits of his position, he was a
formidable partisan for his issue. His asser-
tiveness was, more often than not, balanced
with sincere sense of fairness, and respect for
his opponent. His friends will tell you that
he was always up to a debate on nearly any
issue, and was even occasionally willing to
consider other reasonable and well thought
out points of view; that is, if he couldn’t
readily destroy their argument.

Scott’s is a loyal spirit. His bonding to
kindred souls, regardless of differences of
opinion, was remarkable. Some of his best
friends were often his polar opposites on
world and political views. His spirit was able
to transcend those differences and inspire
comradeship in many of the ‘‘loyal opposi-
tion,’’ as he might describe them. Finding
and bonding with the essential goodness in
others was one of his great strengths. Often
through humor and wit, Scott could bridge
strong differences in opinion and diffuse
anger and confrontation. Scott’s sense of
humor was treasured by our family. He was
always able to bring laughter to even the
most contentious family matters. As many
of you know, he could incite hysterical
laughter in his sister with a mere gesture or
an off-hand remark.

The real center of Scott’s spirit is love. A
great deal of this attribute certainly came
from the unending love and nurturing of his
mother, his wonderful relationship with his
sister, his grandparents, his aunts and un-
cles, and his cousins. He was fortunate to
have many long-lasting close friendships
from high school, college, law school, and
from his work experiences in Washington.
My personal relationship with him was al-
most perfect. We agreed on almost every
philosophical principal. Our last game, a
week ago, was a tie. We didn’t even have a
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playoff. All of these life experiences helped
develop in Scott a strong sense of compas-
sion and justice. There is more, however,
that came from Scott himself. In the past
few years, he has developed a closer relation-
ship with God, and had been at last, able to
make many life shaping decisions. The most
important decision was to marry Katie, his
soul-mate, to whom he had dedicated his life.
She brought him great joy, laughter, and ful-
fillment. His mother and I know that since
meeting Katie, he had more direction and
contentment than ever before. After a recent
reunion with Scott, Rebecca remarked that
she had never seen so much happiness and
joy in her brother’s life. Our hearts weep for
you Katie, God bless you.

Something that I had not been able to ver-
balize before, has occurred to me over the
past few days. It is the realization that Scott
is a rare and very special person, who has the
gift of connecting to people in a way that
most of us can only wonder at and admire.
Scott is one of the glue people that hold us
together, who can transcend our differences
and make us feel part of the same whole. I
have known a few other extraordinary people
like this, whose presence remains with me,
and we all have these feelings for members of
our families. But Scott had a special ability
to connect with even those of short ac-
quaintance, to build and maintain special
ties. I believe that God was and is doing his
work, through Scott, and continues to use
his spirit to connect us. His mother, sister,
Katie, and I have certainly felt his con-
tinuing presence, as I am sure many of you
have also. Let Scott’s life, and continuing
presence, help us all understand this binding
of our spirits, the inescapable conclusion
that we are not alone, now and forever.

We will miss your person so much, Scott,
but we will always be comforted knowing
that your spirit lives. This is not the end,
but only the beginning. We know that you
will always be with us, by the grace of God,
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

‘‘SCOTT’S FAITH’’ BY KATIE MCNERNEY

(MARCH 30, 2002, GRACE EPISCOPAL CHURCH,
COLORADO SPRINGS)

I look out today to a group of people, most
of whom have known Scott far longer than
me. During the last 10 years in DC, he was
physically quite far away, although I know
he did a great job of staying in touch by
phone and e-mail and occasional visits. I
thought it would be helpful to take some
time to share with you some of the more re-
cent aspects of Scott’s life. After 31⁄2 years of
spending nearly every day with him, I was
blessed to witness the increasing growth of
this remarkable man I called my fiancé, best
friend and soul mate. I’d like to start talking
about Scott by focusing on an areas of his
life that not many people knew about. His
faith. When we first met, Scott and I were at
about the same place in our spiritual lives.
Scott’s parents, grandparents, and other
family and friends clearly influenced his
strong value system and his faith. Similarly
I was raised in a conservative Christian fam-
ily, but neither of us felt very comfortable
using Jesus’ name in conversation and we
were often wary of those who did. However,
in the last few years, Scott and I together
shared a number of experiences that intro-
duced us to a new faith and began a relation-
ship with Jesus that strengthened over time.

One of those experiences involved a routine
surgery two years ago. After an adverse reac-
tion to anesthesia, Scott’s heart stopped and
he had to be resuscitated, three times. When
the doctor came into the waiting room and
told me the news, my shock and fear quickly
turned to relief and gratitude because Scott
was going to be okay. And he was going to be

okay. Scott left the ICU with a new perspec-
tive on life. And it’s not like what you see in
the movies when people all of the sudden
start giving away their worldly possessions
or vow to find the cure for cancer. Instead,
Scott started focusing internally on how he
could become a better person. And as you al-
ready know he was starting from an excel-
lent foundation. But he knew there was
something missing in his life.

We began to pray together, sometimes in
thanksgiving for having found each other,
our soul mates, and sometimes out of pain
for friends who we lost or family tragedies or
even challenges at work. Scott started join-
ing me for church regularly and began to
like the weekly practice. Of course, the
hours after mass were the times when Scott
really loved to debate the sermon with me.
And, of course, he’d always win. But I could
hear the passion in his voice and see the
changes he was making in his life. Over time,
this was one of the many ways that Scott
and I fell in love. We were putting Christ at
the center of our relationship and, if you can
imagine a triangle with Jesus at the top, and
Scott and me at the other angles, the closer
we each moved to Jesus, the closer we moved
to each other. Scott loved that image, and he
became increasingly committed to making
sure he was growing spiritually individually
and together with me. Last fall, Scott began
meeting with a good friend on Capitol Hill
for regular Bible studies. Scott and I also en-
rolled in the Alpha Course, a course on
Christianity many churches offer for new
Christians or ones that need some brushing
up. For those of you who knew Scott, he
mastered the art of arriving fashionably late
to most things, but to the Alpha Course he
was on time, every week. Even in the midst
of some of the busiest months at his job, he
would leave work right at 6:30, pick me up,
and we would drive over to the Falls Church
together.

Last Thursday, Scott asked me to meet
him for lunch, something we didn’t often
have a chance to do during the work week.
He wanted to attend a forum by the Faith
and Politics Institute. Heather Mercer, the
young woman who was held in captivity by
the Taliban for 90 days last fall, was there to
address a small group of Congressmen and
aides. I got the invitation at 12 noon and by
12:30, Scott and I were in the Longworth
Building listening in awe as Heather re-
counted the story of her heroic and faith-
filled mission. At one point, when Heather
was describing that she loved the Lord so
much that she was willing to give her life,
Scott reached out and took my hand in his.
His eyes welled with tears, as did mine, and
I knew then that Scott had truly accepted
Jesus as his savior. I was blessed to have wit-
nessed Scott’s spiritual growth and his fam-
ily and I are at peace knowing that he is now
with his everlasting father in heaven.

On Tuesday night, more than 40 people
back in DC gathered to pay tribute to Scott
and shared remarkable stories. A recruiting
theme was Scott’s unwavering passion for
everything he did. At work, his love for
sports, and his love for his family and
friends. Scott approached his work with
more passion than anyone I knew. From the
moment he arrived to work until he left at
night, oftentimes late into the night, he was
committed to making sure his government
was doing the right thing. Scott never ques-
tioned the value of his work or contribu-
tions. As a lawyer, you’d think this convic-
tion would have made him want to be a pros-
ecutor. But Scott also had a deep passion for
policy. Just last week, Scott spent days
working on the new immigration legislation
for his congressman. After just spending a
day on the Hill watching the legislation
being made, I asked Scott about his day. Of

course, he quoted Bismarck that you should
never watch two things being made ‘‘sausage
and legislation’’. Despite his exhaustion, for
the next three hours, he explained to me all
the intricate details of immigration reform
and why Congressman Tancredo was so right.
For ‘‘fun’’, we spent the next Saturday morn-
ing watching a video on INS reform.

Prior to joining Congressman Tancredo’s
office, Scott took on one of his most impor-
tant professional responsibilities, to bring
justice to the former Presidential Adminis-
tration’s irresponsible handling of the par-
dons for the House Government Reform Com-
mittee. The Final report, released just weeks
ago, is a clear reflection of Scott’s diligence,
consistent commitment to the pursuit of jus-
tice, and his dedication to his job and his co-
workers. The report is one of those tangible
reminders that we have of Scott’s intel-
ligence and his love of public policy. The
Committee often required long hours of wad-
ing through document after document and
typing up pages upon pages of footnotes.
Scott never complained and once, when a co-
worker was staying late with the team, de-
spite it being her boyfriend’s birthday, Scott
called her later to apologize. It wasn’t any-
one’s fault. It was their job, but Scott felt
compassion for his friend. Scott was a won-
derful teacher and always shared what he
knew about issues with people. I work in a
mostly Democrat office, so as the lone Re-
publican, I relied on Scott for material. He
would often get e-mails from me two and
three times a day saying ‘‘okay, how would
you debate this issue and give me some facts
to back it up’’ just so I could go back to my
office mates with all my vast knowledge. No
matter what he was doing or how busy he
was, he would send two or three articles
within two minutes, and he would add a line
at the bottom of the e-mail saying ‘‘Go
get’em, sweetie.’’

Scott also loved to travel and learn about
geography, languages, different cultures, and
new people. There were few times, if any,
where you didn’t walk away from the conver-
sion with Scott and not have learned some-
thing. The one book on his dresser that never
collected dust was Scott’s atlas. He loved
looking something up and reading about
places all over the world, places he hoped we
would visit someday. This Christmas, Scott
bought me an atlas, so he could have an
extra copy at my place too! He would point
out places he had visited like Brazil, where
he lived in Germany, and where he visited in
Italy for work in Dec. 2000. We joked with
him that the trip to Italy was a boondoggle,
but Scott genuinely felt that the trip’s mis-
sion, to combat organized crime, was of crit-
ical importance. He also had fun stories
when he returned, of being in the real town
of Corleone. Isn’t it ironic, he told me, that
they stamped out crime in most of Sicily? In
a weird way, Scott was saddened by this. The
Godfather was his favorite movie.

Scott was so full of love, for his parents,
Diane and Mike, whom he adored and whom
he could not wait to return to Colorado to be
near, for his sister Rebecca whom he so ad-
mired for her intelligence, strength of char-
acter, and sense of humor. Last night, I
spent a few hours talking with Scott’s high
school friends. Of course, they were recount-
ing stories that I had heard from Scott a
hundred times before. I am in awe of the
friendships that Scott created—life long
friendships that Scott cultivated with great
care. Steve, Joe, Mark and Mike were just a
few of his closest high school friends. He had
many others from college and law school,
Andy, Rob, Vinnie, Adam, and Dan. His
friends from Colorado and DC, Eric and Jen.
If I’ve forgotten anyone, please forgive me.
You know how much Scott loved you all, and
he is honored here by your presence.
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Of all the things that Scott gave me, the

one thing I think will most sustain me is his
sense of humor. We laughed hard. He had an
array of talents in impersonations. He per-
fectly imitated the President’s ‘‘I’m the gov-
ernor of Texas’’ line. With his jokes, Scott
could bring tears to my eyes. Mike Myers
was one of his favorite comedians, and Scott
did the best impression of Fat Bastard (Can
I say that in church?) Please forgive me. He
loved South Park, the Jerky Boys, and did a
mean impression of James Brown.

Now, people pass away every minute of
every day, but I find it especially fitting,
that we are gathered here on Holy Saturday,
the day the Christian faith weeps over the
loss of our Lord’s only son. We weep with
God, but like Jesus, Scott is not sad. We are
the ones that are sad. You see, Scott is al-
ready with God. The moment his last breath
left his body on Monday, March 25th, was the
moment that Jesus took his hand and
brought him home to a beautiful place, to a
place where Scott could be with his grand-
father, uncle, Farfie, and Fritz and, as his
friend Vin pointed out, all the philosophers
and political theorists. In fact, he might not
even be listening to us now because he’s too
busy telling off Rousseau.

Scott, we feel your presence with us, and
we will love you and keep you in our hearts
forever.

f

EQUAL PAY FOR WOMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday
was Equal Pay Day. That is the day
when women rise to say they are not
being equally paid. A year and 4
months into the next year is how long
women had to wait this year in order
to earn what the average man earned.
I feel Equal Pay Day, I suppose, strong-
er than most. I feel like I have been
working for equal pay for women at
least half of my life. I am a former
Chair of the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, where I adminis-
tered the Equal Pay Act. It is amazing
to see that this act has not been
touched in 40 years. It was the first of
the great civil rights acts to be passed.
It obviously needs to be revised be-
cause it is a very different world with
a very different economy from the 1963
economy.

There is a bill here pending, the Pay-
check Fairness Act, that would mod-
estly revise this bill. Did we know, for
example, that if women and men dis-
cuss their wages against the wishes of
the employer in the workplace, he can
sanction them? The Paycheck Fairness
Act would bar that. And did we realize
that class actions under the Equal Pay
Act are much harder to obtain because
the act was passed so early? So it is an
unequal civil rights law.

Actually there are two kinds of equal
pay. One kind was violated right under
our nose. A couple of months ago I
went to the Ford Building to see the
women who clean the House receive
their checks from a class action they
won against the Congress of the United
States because women who clean our

offices were paid a dollar less than men
who clean our offices. And they won.
This was the first class action brought
under the Congressional Account-
ability Act. All I can say is the women
who clean this House and this Senate
held us accountable. But then there is
another kind of equal pay, and that is
the kind that affects the average
woman. Senator TOM HARKIN and I
have a bill to go at that pay. It goes at
jobs that are underpaid because they
are stereotyped as female jobs.

Women work in only three sectors:
factory, service, and clerical. Those
jobs are often paid according to the
gender and not the sex. The Fair Pay
Act would allow women to sue when
the job she is doing is equal in respon-
sibility and in content to the job a man
is doing even though that job is not the
very same job. It is interesting when
you poll, you find that equal pay is
among the top one or two issues for the
American public. Why is that? Because
equal pay is no longer a woman’s issue.
Equal pay has become one of the great
family issues of our time. If there is a
working woman in your family, you
lose $4,000 annually because one of the
breadwinners, or in some cases the
only breadwinner, is a woman.

It is time we fixed the Equal Pay
Act. It was a great breakthrough in
1963. Almost 40 years later it needs the
kind of repair that you would need if
you were 40 years old and had not seen
a doctor since you were born. The EPA
has not seen a doctor. It has not had us
tend to it for 40 years. The Paycheck
Fairness Act is certainly the place to
begin; 194 Democrats have signed on. I
am sure many Republicans also agree
that this is the year to tell America
that we understand that women and
men work, that they are in the same
families, that when they have been
doing the same jobs, similar jobs or
comparable jobs, they should be paid
equally.

If we did not learn anything else on
Equal Pay Day, I hope that is the mes-
sage we sent. I certainly hope that be-
fore this session is out, this Congress
will do more than rhetorically recog-
nize the notion of equal pay. Let us
pass the Paycheck Fairness Act.

f

PROTECTING AMERICAN INDIAN
AND ALASKA NATIVE SACRED
LANDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, as a member
of the congressional Native American Caucus,
I rise today in strong support of H.R. 2085, the
Valley of Chiefs Native American Sacred Site
Preservation Act, which would safeguard an
area very sacred to a number of Indian tribes,
and ask that my colleagues support this bill as
well. In addition, I want to comment on the
need to protect other threatened American In-
dian and Alaska Native (AI/AN) sacred lands.

Our many democratic forums establish an
opportunity for discussions to take place to

better understand the social, economic, legal
and political complexity of AI/AN realities, be-
fore related legislation is brought to the House
Floor for a vote. As Congressional history
demonstrates, the decisions we make as Rep-
resentatives can either positively or negatively
impact AI/AN people, and their nations, tribes,
bands, villages and communities.

For example, between 1887 and 1934, the
U.S. Government took over 90 million acres of
land from American Indians without com-
pensation—including sacred lands. More re-
cently, between 1945 and 1968, Congress de-
cided that federal recognition and assistance
to more than 100 tribes should be terminated.
This termination policy created economic dis-
aster for many American Indians, and their na-
tions, resulting in millions of acres of valuable
natural resource land being lost through tax
forfeiture sales. This is a primary reason why
AI/AN families have the highest poverty level
of any group in the country, at a rate of 31
percent on some Indian reservations.

By holding hearings on the impact of legisla-
tion related to American Indians and Alaska
Natives, Congress moved to rectify its prior
decisions by passing self-determination and
self-governance policies. As a result of such
policies, AI/AN nations and villages have
greater control over their lands and resources.
They have made great strides toward revers-
ing the economic blight that resulted from pre-
vious federal policies, and have revived their
unique cultures and nations.

Congress must withstand pressure from
those individuals and groups that call for back
tracking to old AI/AN policies, such as termi-
nation and reduction of AI/AN sovereign rights.
We must acknowledge and learn from our
mistakes, and not repeat them in the future
because AI/AN nations and people are relying
upon our commitments.

The United States Constitution recognizes
that American Indian Nations are sovereign
governments. Hundreds of treaties, the Su-
preme Court, the President and the Congress
have repeatedly affirmed that Indian Nations
retain their inherent powers of self-govern-
ment. In addition, the United States Govern-
ment is committed to a trustee relationship
with the Indian Nations. This trust relationship
requires the federal government to exercise
the highest degree of care with tribal and In-
dian lands and resources.

Sacred lands, and ceremonies associated
with those lands, are a necessary expression
of AI/AN spirituality, and often are key to indi-
vidual and collective wellness. This necessity
is situated deep in the ancient history of these
Indian nations and maintains a prominent
place in the fact-based stories handed down
from one generation to another. Since the
coming of the Europeans to these shores in
the late 14th Century, these sacred lands
have been subject to intrusions and disturb-
ance as settlers laid claim to lands of the AI/
AN peoples.

In 1978, Congress passed the American In-
dian Religious Freedom Act, recognizing the
necessity of upholding the protection of AI/AN
spirituality within the ambit of the religious
freedom guaranteed by the First Amendment
to the United States Constitution. Unfortu-
nately, litigation in the courts since then to
safeguard sacred lands, and the ceremonies
associated with those lands, has, for the most
part been unsuccessful.

Rather than safeguard sacred lands, these
cases have upheld multiple intrusions upon
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them and maintained a history of subordina-
tion of AI/AN spirituality to the interests of
dominating groups. Federal government rep-
resentatives, leaders of historic religions and
judiciary members must develop more toler-
ance and expand their definitions of what con-
stitutes a proper sacred place.

Culture and legal scholar, Davis Mayberry-
Lewis, writes: ‘‘American Indian religions con-
sider the earth as sacred, whereas the secular
culture that surrounds them considers the
earth to be real estate. It is hard for the strong
to give up their ingrained habit of overpow-
ering the weak, but it is essential if we are to
make multiethnic societies like our own work
with a minimum of civility.’’

Anthropologist Elizabeth Brandt states: ‘‘The
free practice of many Indian religions requires
privacy and undisturbed access to culturally
and religiously significant sites and their re-
sources. It is irrevocably tied to specific places
in the world which derive their power and sa-
cred character from their natural undisturbed
state.’’

Ultimately, how free are we, really, if the
first religions of our great country cannot be
protected? Therefore I strongly support H.R.
2085, the Valley of Chiefs Native American
Sacred Site Preservation Act, which would
safeguard an area very sacred to a number of
Indian tribes, and ask that my colleagues sup-
port this bill as well.

I also call for additional Sacred Land legisla-
tion to be developed in consultation with the
majority of AI/AN nations in the United States.
Furthermore, the establishment of a govern-
ment-wide, effective, and comprehensive pro-
cedure that safeguards the loss of further AI/
AN sacred lands must be enacted. We must
move swiftly in conjunction with AI/AN nations
before more sacred lands, such as Mt. Shasta
and Medicine Lake of California, Devil’s Tower
and Black Hills of South Dakota, to name a
few, are further desecrated and damaged.

I ask you, what if, despite your objections to
the contrary, your spiritual place was being
bull dozed for economic activity or spiked for
scaling purposes? How would you feel, what
would you think and what would you do? I ask
you to support H.R. 2085 and the initiatives I
have discussed related to safeguarding the
loss of further AI/AN sacred lands.

f

IN MEMORY OF SCOTT
BILLINGSLEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I
come to the floor to pay tribute to Scott
Billingsley. Scott died suddenly and unexpect-
edly on March 25, 2002. He was only 31
years old.

Scott had served ably as Counsel to the
Committee on Government Reform for two
years before recently leaving to become Leg-
islative Director for Congressman TANCREDO.
In his time with the Committee, Scott dis-
played the best characteristics of a Capitol Hill
professional: idealism, honesty, dependability,
and selfless devotion to his work. His endear-
ing spirit and infectious good cheer were a
blessing to his co-workers with whom he spent
countless long hours and late nights. Every-
one who knew Scott liked him, and those who
knew him best will love and remember him

forever. Scott wanted to make a difference in
the world, and he did—not just professionally
but personally as well. Others can speak more
eloquently about Scott’s unique personality,
and they have done so in the eulogies that Mr.
TANCREDO will place into the RECORD. I want
to take this opportunity, however, to say a few
words about Scott Billingsley’s work for the
Committee.

Scott’s deeply held belief in the importance
of integrity and accountably in government led
him to become a Counsel for the Committee
on Government Reform. In that position, he
played a vital role in our oversight investiga-
tions in recent years. Most recently Scott was
responsible for drafting the largest and most
important section of the Committee’s report on
abuses of the Presidential pardon power—a
chapter on the pardons of Marc Rich and
Pincus Green. Scott’s work on this chapter
represented a substantial share of the final
product and formed the solid foundation on
which others built. Even though Scott left the
Committee before the report was complete, he
generously returned to our offices on many
occasions to assist the staff in completing
what he had begun. He did this under no obli-
gation and on his own time, which says a lot
about the kind of person he was. Now, we
know how precious little time Scott had left,
and we are honored that he chose to spend
some of it at the Committee.

Scott’s parents—and his fiance, Katie—
should be proud of his professional accom-
plishments. Scott was an excellent lawyer who
chose to defend the principles he held dear.
He gladly sacrificed the lure of private sector
salaries in favor of public service, working tire-
lessly to promote what he believed in so pas-
sionately. Scott’s work reflected his strong
conviction that public corruption should be op-
posed vigorously. His commitment to honesty
and integrity in government deserves to be re-
membered and honored, as does his drive
and determination to work toward those goals.
Therefore, as a token of our appreciation for
his service to the Committee, I will be pre-
senting to Scott’s family a special copy of the
pardon report on which he worked so dili-
gently—dedicated to the memory of an ex-
traordinary professional: Scott Billingsley.

May he rest in peace.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. BERKLEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SHOWS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

PAYING TRIBUTE TO U.S. ARMY
STAFF SGT. BRIAN THOMAS CRAIG

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with a heavy heart. While serving his
country in Afghanistan, U.S. Army Staff Sgt.
Brian Thomas Craig, from my hometown of
Houston, was killed on Monday, April 15,
2002, in a field near the former compound of
the Taliban leader.

I ask my colleagues to join me in paying
tribute to the life of a truly brave American.

Brian Craig was twenty-seven years old and
had spent the majority of his adult life in serv-
ice to our nation. He joined the Army in 1993,
shortly after graduating from Klein Forest High
School, where he was an excellent student.

Yesterday, the Houston Chronicle reported
on Brian’s truly patriotic life. I would like to
share the following excerpt:

A straight-A student with college poten-
tial, Craig wanted to join the Army first. A
high school social studies teacher. Scott
Boyer, who recently died, instilled a sense of
patriotism in Craig as they studied the Gulf
War. ‘‘We knew from his junior year that he
would enlist after graduation,’’ said Joe
Georgiana, a retired marketing teacher from
Craig’s high school. ‘‘It was always his objec-
tive. He never wavered.’’

Brian is survived by his parents, Pastor Ar-
thur and Barbara Craig, a brother, Kevin Craig
and a sister, Elaine Hurtado.

The United States Army goes out every day
to make a difference and Brian Thomas Craig
certainly did—some days in a small way,
some days in a big way, and on April 15,
2002, at the cost of his life. One cannot ask
more from our brave military personnel.

The loss of any life is a tragic event. The
Book of John, Chapter 15, verse 13 states:
‘‘Greater love has no man than this, that a
man lay down his life for his friends.’’

I believe this message has a special mean-
ing today and forever. As a father, I cannot
begin to understand the pain and heartache
felt by the Craig family. I can only say that his
death was not in vain, and we all join together
to pray for them.

Staff Sgt. Brian Thomas Craig’s dedication
and devotion to the citizens of our nation
serves as a model for those who have dedi-
cated their lives to defending our country and
the ideals we hold dear.

It has been said that the ultimate measure
of a person’s life is the extent to which they
made the world a better place. If this is the
measure of worth in life, a grateful nation can
attest to the success of the life that Staff Sgt.
Brian Thomas Craig led.

Brian will be buried at Arlington National
Cemetery, a fitting tribute, and a memorial
service is planned for Friday at 2:00 p.m. at
the First Baptist Church in Houston.

I ask my colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives to join me in expressing our
consolences to the Brian Craig family. Our
thoughts and prayers are with you.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. KIND addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

CONTRADICTIONS IN NATIONAL
SOCIAL PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, our last
debate today was very instructive
when you combine the last debate of
the day, which was a debate about
whether or not our great Nation will
feed legal immigrants by allowing
them into the food stamps program,
and you combine that debate with the
debate we had earlier about making
permanent a tax cut which will provide
for the richest people of the Nation fur-
ther tax relief. The tax cut is equal to
four times the size of the budget of the
entire Department of Education. It is
more than three times as large as the
Department of Veterans Affairs or the
Department of Transportation.

When you look at that combined
with the fact that next week we are
going to be discussing the reauthoriza-
tion of the Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families Act, that replacement
of the old Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children, we are looking in
America at sort of contradictions. Let
us add to that the fact that earlier
today we debated the placement of a
cap on the farm subsidies act, the farm
bill.

b 1730

The farm subsidies were created in
the same spirit that the Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children was cre-
ated. It was created in the same spirit
as food stamps were created. They were
created on the assumption that there
are certain Americans who need help.
We need a safety net for them. The
safety net is there for people who need
food, and food stamps were a way to
administer and process our assistance
to people who need food.

Sometimes there are desperately
poor people, most of them are des-
perately poor, and sometimes they are
not so poor, but people who are caught
in a temporary situation, where their
income falls short and they are unem-
ployed. Even some middle income peo-
ple unemployed have taken advantage
of the food stamp program. If they hap-
pen to be legal immigrants, however,
we cut them off. In a Nation with plen-
ty, we do not want to give food to legal
immigrants.

At the same time, the farm subsidy
program is overly generous and has
been greatly abused, and the vote we
took today was a vote to put a cap on

farm subsidies for farmers. Let us for-
get about the complications of farm
corporations, the fact that the agri-
culture business is not a business of
small farmers anymore, but there are
often many large corporations bene-
fiting from the farm subsidies.

But it was not supposed to be a pro-
gram to benefit anybody except those
who were at risk of falling through the
safety net, so earlier today we prided
ourselves on voting to put a cap, to in-
struct the conferees who are consid-
ering the bill now to put a cap on the
farm subsidies at $175,000. That is per
year, my colleagues. $175,000 per year.
That would be the cap. Right now there
is no cap, so some get much more than
that.

As I progress with this statement to-
night, I am going to read some of the
examples of the kind of benefits that
are being received by America’s farm-
ers, who are, after all, not working.
They do not have to put in any special
volunteer work to do this, to do any-
thing, in order to qualify for the safety
net program for farmers. The farm sub-
sidy program is a safety net program
for farmers. The food stamp program is
a safety net program for hungry Amer-
icans.

Legal immigrants, by the way, as one
of the speakers pointed out, legal im-
migrants are allowed to fight in our
Armed Forces, and a large number are
out there in the Armed Forces right
now, and more are being encouraged to
enter our Armed Forces. In fact, the re-
cruiting process of our military is such
that they are making a special effort
to reach immigrant communities. They
have set up a large recruitment center
just one block from my office in the
11th Congressional District in Brook-
lyn. They have set up a recruitment
center at a place which is a transpor-
tation hub for immigrants. Large num-
bers of people who are immigrants,
mostly immigrants from the Carib-
bean, come through this hub, and they
have made an effort to reach them, in
particular to get them to sign up for
the military. They will reach their
quotas faster, because a large percent-
age ever the people who are now sign-
ing up for our military are immigrants.

These people can know go off and
fight for America, they can go off to
meet our military needs, and yet they
are not able to qualify for food stamps.
I think one of the speakers previously
pointed out that they could not, even if
they are soldiers. Some of our soldiers
are paid so low that they do qualify,
their families do qualify for food
stamps, but not if they are legal immi-
grants. They are soldiers. They can
fight and die, but they cannot receive
food stamps.

Those are contradictions which I do
not think we ought to be content to
live with. The American spirit ought to
try to wrestle with greater fervor
against some of these contradictions.
We have, on the one hand, a very gen-
erous spirit, which leads us to send
food throughout the world. We are

feeding people all over the world with
surplus American food.

Certainly, long before we were able
to bring the Taliban down in Afghani-
stan, we were delivering food to Af-
ghanistan, and we sometimes dropped
food from airplanes. We understand the
need for food, the power of food, and
yet the contradiction here is we are
not willing to feed legal immigrants
within our own borders.

That contradiction will be further
highlighted next week when we debate
the Temporary Assistance for Families
in Need bill. We approach families in
need in this country with great con-
tempt, and yet those people who are in
need are certainly worthy of some help,
worthy of being caught up in the safety
net. They are falling in the safety net
that is designed for them as much as
for anybody else. I will talk a little bit
about that.

If we have to talk in military terms,
we will talk in military terms. We are
all concerned about the fight against
terrorism. We are all concerned. The
first line of defense is, of course, to
deal with the people who have attacked
us and to confront them head on and to
hit them where their bases are and to
break up their whole conglomeration of
evil and terror, and I applaud the
President for moving in that manner.

I do not consider myself a hawk. I
would generally be called a dove. But I
think when we moved against bin
Laden and the stronghold bin Laden
had in Afghanistan, it was the right
move. But in order to do that, we move
with human beings, and many of those
human beings are people who are the
sons and daughters of folks that we
hold in contempt back in America
when we do the Temporary Assistance
to Families in Need.

In other words, I am saying that a
large number of the people who go off
to fight our wars are poor people, and
for us to take a position that we have
contempt for them and we want to har-
ass them and drive them off the welfare
rolls and force them to go to work for
less than minimum wage through
‘‘workfare’’ programs, what we are
doing is attacking the people who are
providing the foot soldiers, the foot
soldiers to keep America great, to keep
America free, to fight our battles.

I am going to talk a little later about
the fact I have done an analysis of who
dies in the wars, who died in World War
I, who died in World War II, and who
our casualties in Vietnam were. They
were mostly poor, from the urban cen-
ters and from the rural areas. They
were mostly poor soldiers, our foot sol-
dier class.

We do not like to think of classes in
America. We say there is no class war-
fare in America. That is an accurate
statement. There is no class warfare,
because the poor do not have any advo-
cates. They do not have anybody to
fight for them, so it is not warfare.
There is no warfare. The rich are in
control thoroughly, and the tax bill
that we passed today is just one more
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indication of how thoroughly they con-
trol our American democracy.

Yes, you can have a democracy where
the people vote against their own in-
terests, or you can have a democracy
where people act against their own in-
terests, because those who do not vote
are acting against their own interests.
We know even in presidential elections,
something close to 49 percent of the
people do not go out to vote. If in our
presidential elections, our most impor-
tant elections, you only have 51 per-
cent of the people voting, you can
imagine how that falls down as you go
down to the Senate, the House, local
State and elected officials.

Those who do not vote have nobody
to blame in the final analysis but
themselves in a democracy, but their
actions are part of a process by which
the majority interests are not served in
a democracy. A democracy allows a mi-
nority to usurp their prerogatives and
to act in their interests. The tax bill
that was passed today is an example of
that.

The tax cuts represent the worst
kind of priorities. What we do here in
Washington and in the House is always
an important thing involving prior-
ities, how you set priorities, how you
make use of available resources.

When I get back to my district, like
during the period where we had a long
work period, in my district I am con-
stantly confronted by people that have
special questions about what are you
doing down there that makes any dif-
ference to me? Why are you not doing
something to relieve my particular
problems here?

Senior citizens are upset by the fact
that in New York City now the Depart-
ment for the Aging is cutting Meals-
on-Wheels. They are proposing to close
down some services for senior citizens,
to make them pay a greater share for
their lunches. They want to know what
are you doing in Washington for me?

Well, the problem in New York is
probably partially a problem of deep
budget cuts because of a great loss of
revenue caused by the fact that the
World Trade Center was the heart of
our financial districts and the financial
district was a great generator of tax
money, of revenue. So the folks in New
York, senior citizens, are suffering
from the budget cuts because of the
fact that bin Laden and the al Qaeda
terrorist network chose as a target a
piece of America that happened to be
in New York City.

He was not attacking New York City
or senior citizens in the communities
of Brooklyn. He does not care about
the senior citizens in Brownsville and
in East New York or Flatbush. He does
not care about the people of New York.
The terrorists and the people who at-
tacked the World Trade Center were at-
tacking the United States of America,
but the suffering is disproportionately
being borne by the people of New York
City at this point.

Yes, we are getting a large amount of
money to rebuild the Trade Center.

The President has promised more than
$20 billion to rebuild and take care of
the reconstruction and the removal of
the wreckage and to help the busi-
nesses in the financial area. But there
is no program that seeks to deal with
the loss of revenue. There is no pro-
gram offering New York City any as-
sistance for the great loss of revenue
which leads to the cuts in senior citi-
zens programs or the loss of revenue
which leads to the cuts in education,
the school budget.

Now, that is not a phenomenon
unique to New York. All over the coun-
try we are having problems with our
school budgets. We have documented
that in our Committee on Education
and Workforce, that the majority of
the States are cutting school budgets,
cutting their aid to education, and lo-
calities are finding the necessity to cut
aid to education.

So, what does it have to do with us
here in Washington? We could, instead
of giving a huge tax cut to the richest
people in America, we could give more
aid to education. I just said before that
the tax cut that we voted, that the ma-
jority of the House voted, I certainly
voted against it, along with most of
the members of the Democratic Party,
we voted against it, but we are out-
numbered here, so the House voted for
a tax cut which is four times as large
as the budget for the entire Depart-
ment of Education.

That is significant, that at a time
when we are forced to make cuts in our
school budgets, we get no more aid
from the Federal Government than we
get during prosperous times. One would
say, well, there is the old adage about
education being the responsibility of
the States, the responsibility of local-
ities, so why do you keep bringing up
education as a Federal responsibility?

Well, education is our number one
national security issue. We are a high-
tech society. Our military is high-tech.
Our ability to defend ourselves and to
bring down the terrorist network in Af-
ghanistan or anywhere else depends on
high technology.

Even in small matters, and I do not
want to invade the territory of the
military experts, but even in small
matters, which are not so small, I
guess, even in matters which are de-
tailed in terms of our performance on
the battlefield, we are losing more men
and women, more of our combatants on
the battlefield, through human error in
this war than we have as a result of
enemy engagements.

We just lost the lives of four Cana-
dians because of human error. One of
our planes fired into a Canadian group
just yesterday, and, if you hear all the
different explanations for it, it was
really human error. The pilot was not
given an order to fire, because they
were checking out the area. The infor-
mation his headquarters had was great-
er than the information he had, and he
panicked and fired, and human error
cost four more lives.

We have lost a number of other lives
as a result of human errors. It is not

grounds for a detailed analysis of the
war, but it is just one more indication
of the fact that a high-tech army, high-
tech military, will require more and
more well-educated people in order to
minimize human error. So even in the
matter of combat, education becomes
very important.

b 1745

But the infrastructure which pro-
duces the weapons and the whole sys-
tem that keeps our economy strong
and allows us to afford a first-rate
military is all dependent on education.
So here we are at a time when edu-
cation is suffering, and we are extend-
ing the tax cut to the richest people in
America; and that is a part of the great
contradiction. We have what I referred
to in an earlier rap poem that I read a
few weeks ago; we have great angels in
America who understand our particular
point, our pivotal point in history at
this point. They understand that we
are the key to civilization, which we
are. Whether civilization goes forward
and realizes its full potential or rolls
backward and is caught up in the jaws
of people like bin Laden who say that
all the folks who want to roll back his-
tory, take away freedoms, oppress
women, have no use for democracy and
votes.

Mr. Speaker, the world is governed
by more governments that are not
democratic than are democratic. The
world has leaders in power who have
contempt for women, who have con-
tempt for minorities. We are not in
such good shape if we look over the en-
tire Earth and we look at what is hap-
pening in terms of the leadership and
the governments and those in control.
We are at a pivotal point; and we are
leading the charge for a more civilized
world, a world where everybody has a
right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness, where we are in favor of
equal rights for all. As I said in my
poem, ‘‘Let’s Roll, America’’ a few
weeks ago, we can sing the high halle-
lujah note, because all of our races and
women can vote. We can celebrate
that.

In every language of the Earth, to
the country of all nations, we have
proudly given birth. All of the lan-
guages of the earth, those immigrants
that some people want to deny food
stamps for, they are part of what we
have created. We have created a nation
where all languages are spoken. We
have created a nation where all of the
people of the Earth aspire to get here
and be a part of it.

I do not subscribe at all and do not
have any patience for the notion that
Americans are the objects of great
anger, that people despise us. That is
ridiculous. Throughout the world, most
people, ordinary people, the vast ma-
jority of people, they envy us perhaps,
and they admire us more so than de-
spise us. There is a leadership out there
that feels that it is on the spot. They
do not produce for their people. They
use the resources of their nations to
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make the rich richer. They do a lot of
things that lead them to want to see
America removed from the scene be-
cause we are examples of how a govern-
ment and a nation can work for all of
the people, all of the people.

We are an example of how you create
a consumer market by being just, by
having fair wage laws, by having work-
ing conditions, benefits, pension plans,
all of which work and really do not
swindle the people and that works.
There is a lot of business leaderships
and military leaders and government
leaders across the world who hate that
because they like to see those kinds of
components of a government and of a
civilization not displayed because they
do not want to offer it to their own
people.

So we are not hated in the world. The
majority of the people, the ordinary
people very much admire Americans
because we are what I call ‘‘great an-
gels.’’ I said in the same poem, ‘‘Let’s
Roll, America’’ was the name of the
rap poem that I did a few weeks ago,
and I said at that time that the Olym-
pics are forever. We will win all the
races. We are great angels of tomorrow,
with magic mongrel faces. We are a
mixture of people but, most of all, the
spirit of the great angels is there. The
spirit of the great angels is there in
competition with the spirit of what I
call the giant Scrooges.

The giant Scrooges are always on
stage here. The giant Scrooges are in
command here in the House of Rep-
resentatives. They have the majority.
They can pass a tax bill which makes it
impossible for Social Security to be se-
cure over the next 25 to 50 years. They
are the ones who combined, in a bipar-
tisan move, to lock the box and make
certain that Social Security would not
be threatened. But what this tax cut
does is threatens Social Security.

Those seniors back in my district
who are worried about food stamps,
who are worried about their centers
being closed and the lunches that they
have at the senior citizen centers, the
rate that they pay will be going up,
and they are worried about the Meals-
on-Wheels programs being shut down.
They have bigger worries if the Repub-
licans continue to insist on a pattern
of tax cuts that make it impossible to
balance our budget, that drive us into
deficit. All of this has to be looked at
together. The same Republicans who
would terrorize and harass welfare
mothers, the mothers of the foot sol-
diers who go off to fight our wars,
those same people insist on creating
bigger and bigger tax cuts for the rich.
They are jeopardizing in the process,
they are jeopardizing Social Security,
something that every senior considers
to be most basic.

The last thing that they will tolerate
from me is a statement which tells
them that I am a Democrat, I cannot
do anything about the forward march
toward threatening Social Security, or
privatizing Social Security. They do
not want to hear from any elected offi-

cial who says they cannot protect So-
cial Security. And we must understand
that there would be a revolution here
in this Nation if we continue to threat-
en Social Security.

The kind of incremental threats that
are woven into the Republican tax cuts
are hard to get people, it is hard to get
people to understand. But in just 1
year, the surplus projections for the
next decade have declined by $4 trillion
as a result of the Republican tax plan.
They have broken the lockboxes by
spending trillions of Social Security
and Medicare trust funds on other
things. The Republicans shamelessly
will try to escape blame by pretending
that the war on terrorism has caused a
$4 trillion loss. Simple arithmetic will
tell us that it has not been the case.
According to the Congressional Budget
Office, the war on terrorism costs $10.2
billion this year. That is a tiny frac-
tion of the unprecedented deterioration
and the position of the budget in terms
of the surplus.

Where did all the money go? The
bulk went to fulfilling Republican cam-
paign promises to pass tax breaks for
wealthy contributors to the Republican
Party. According to the Citizens for
Tax Justice, 37.6 percent of the benefits
of the final tax bill will go to the top
1 percent of the income earners in this
Nation. Mr. Speaker, 37.6 percent of the
benefits of the tax bill will go to the
top 1 percent of income earners. These
are the giant Scrooges who want to
more and more enrich the rich.

We now know that the money for
these tax breaks comes from payroll
tax contributions that every worker
makes to Social Security and Medi-
care. In the final analysis, that is
where the money is. Willy Sutton used
to say when he was asked, why do you
rob banks, and he would say, that is
where the money is. Where do you get
the money to balance the budget if you
are going to give huge tax cuts? You
get it from Social Security and Medi-
care, because that is where the money
is.

Our Leader GEPHARDT has called for a
bipartisan summit to work out a blue-
print for how America will get itself
out of this mess. As it stands, the ex-
tending of the tax cut will further raid
the Social Security and Medicare trust
funds which the Republicans claim not
to touch. We need a bipartisan truth
commission to tell the truth about
what the real threat to Social Security
is and how the tax cut becomes a
threat to Social Security, and a tax cut
becomes the problem behind the prob-
lems that the people in my district are
complaining about. You cannot have
some relief on education expenditures
coming from the Federal Government
if the relief that might have been there
is being poured into a tax cut.

The Federal Government, at a point
in history like this, when we not only
have great budget cuts in education in
New York City, but across the whole
country, we should have some relief for
the States and for the local govern-

ments, and that relief has been pro-
posed in our education legislation. We
propose that the Federal Government
take on the full responsibility for spe-
cial education. If we took on the full
responsibility for, not full responsi-
bility, but that we live up to the origi-
nal legislation on special education
which said that the Federal Govern-
ment would pay 40 percent of the cost,
and right now we are paying something
like 10 or 11 percent of the cost of spe-
cial education. If we were just to as-
sume the 40 percent costs for special
education instead of pouring our
money into tax cuts, take a portion of
that, a relatively small portion and put
it into special education, we would free
up funds at the local level to be spent
on education in some other way.

Forty percent of the cost, instead of
11 percent of the cost, means that local
education agency would be able to take
that money and fill in some of these
budget cuts that are resulting, not
only in New York, which has suffered
probably more than most big cities be-
cause of the 9–11 attack which took
away our taxes, our revenue to pay for
education, but across the country. One
gesture like that would be beneficial to
education right across the board.

In addition to that, the President
should go ahead and fund title I. They
promised to begin the process by, in-
crease title I by adding to the title I
fund in each year until within 5 years
we would have twice as much funding
in title I as we presently have. But
right away, despite that promise, the
President backed away in his budget
that was sent to Congress. Two items
live up to our promise to fund special
education by going all the way to the
40 percent and increase the funding for
title I, and we would bring a great deal
of relief already to the education budg-
ets out there that are suffering right
now.

So it all relates, Mr. Speaker. I hope
that I am not confusing any of our col-
leagues. We have had a discussion
about the tax cut and what the impact
of that is. We have had a discussion
about the farm bill and setting a cap,
putting a cap on farm subsidies. We are
going to have a discussion next week,
and preliminary discussions are taking
place right now, and all of the commit-
tees, the committees of jurisdiction,
the Committee on Ways and Means and
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce are discussing the tem-
porary assistance to families in need.
We had a discussion, of course, earlier
here today on food stamps for immi-
grants. It all relates.

I think that the challenge of leader-
ship in America nowadays is not a
challenge of knowing the facts; it is a
challenge of how we put it all together
once we get the facts. Probably the
challenge of leadership anywhere in
the world is understanding the com-
plexities of the world and under-
standing how one thing relates to an-
other, and being able to provide some
leadership which will make use of the
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existing resources so that everybody
benefits.

The great angels of tomorrow we are.
As Americans, one side of our person-
ality says we are great angels and we
want to do the right thing for every-
body, including the people in this coun-
try, and then beyond that, to provide
help for other people throughout the
world. That is one part of our spirit.
The other part of our spirit is demonic.
It is giant Scrooges. People who want
to take food stamps away from legal
immigrants; people who want to give
welfare recipients, a family of three, I
think in Wisconsin they get less than
$300 a month for a family of three.
That is considered a successful pro-
gram for welfare recipients, aid to fam-
ilies in need.

b 1800

All of these things are related. Set-
ting priorities and determining how
does our great wealth get utilized to
push civilization forward is a great
question. It is there in all of these
issues. They do relate very much.

I want to make certain that I make
it clear that the class problem is at the
heart of the way we make decisions in
America. We do not have class warfare,
we hate to bring up the whole issue of
class, but class is very much a problem.

There is among the giant Scrooges,
there is also contempt for the poor.
The giant Scrooges are people who
have contempt for poor people, just as
Scrooge did in Charles Dickens’ novel.
They have great contempt for poor peo-
ple.

The giant Scrooges of America have
a lot of racism also woven into that.
The harshness with which we treat peo-
ple on welfare, the way the law is for-
mulated, is partially due to the percep-
tion that this is thought that this is a
program mostly for minorities. If we
treated farmers in the same manner,
we could say, well, it is people who
want to make certain that the tax-
payers get their money’s worth; people
who are frugal, who have respect for
the taxpayers and want to make cer-
tain that we spend money wisely. If
that was the case, then why do we not
apply the same standards to farmers or
to the farm subsidy program that we
apply to welfare recipients?

We will be reauthorizing the tem-
porary assistance to families in need,
and in that bill we say nobody, no mat-
ter how needy, they can only have as-
sistance from the Federal Government
for 5 years. The 5-career limit has been
imposed. We say it has been very suc-
cessful. It has made people more con-
scious of the fact that they need to go
to work and get off welfare.

There may be some truth to that.
Why do we not impose a 5-year limit on
the farm subsidy program? Why did we
not impose a 5-year limit on the farm
subsidy program a long time ago? Why
do we have unlimited amounts of
money being paid out in the case of the
farm subsidy program when we have
very paltry amounts being paid to fam-

ilies who are in need under the TANF,
the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families, Act?

If we are considering frugality and
the best use of taxpayers’ money, what
motivates us to pay $20 to $22 billion
out to the farm community when less
than 2 percent of the people of America
are farmers? What is going on as we set
our priorities?

And why do we pay 40 percent of the
farm subsidy money, why do we pay
most of the farm subsidy money to 40
percent of the farmers, so that 60 per-
cent of the farmers get nothing? Fam-
ily farms who are really poor in that 60
percent get zero, while 40 percent of
the agricultural businesses, I will not
call them farms, in America are receiv-
ing most of the money.

If we are only concerned about the
best use of our taxpayers’ money, why
do we let the farm program continue to
rob us blind? In addition to the sub-
sidies, there are also farm home loans,
special loans for farmers, disaster loans
for farmers. Less than 2 percent of the
population walks away with a great
part of the budget. What is going on in
terms of our priority-setting?

If we are great angels of tomorrow,
as I think some of us are, the great an-
gels would want to make certain that
we use our resources across-the-board
to help the greatest number of people.
Why can we not have a prescription
drug benefit for senior citizens, and
save some of the money from the
abuses in the farm subsidy program in
order to finance a program for prescrip-
tion drug benefits? What is going on
here? Why do we let the Scrooges pre-
vail?

Evidently, the same Scrooges, giant
Scrooges who are in charge of our tax
cut program, are also funneling money
to a small percentage of the farming
businesses. I might not object to the
farm subsidy program if we could guar-
antee that it went to the poor farmers,
but we admit that it is going to farm-
ers who are getting large amounts of
money.

In fact, we consider it a victory
today that we voted for a motion to in-
struct the conferees that was prepared
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH). The gentleman’s motion was to
instruct the conferees who are consid-
ering the farm bill now to put a cap on
the program, accept the Senate pro-
posal for a cap; that is, an amount, a
limit on the amount of money that
farmers can get. We, I think, voted for
a cap of $175,000 per year, $175,000 per
year. That would be the cap. We con-
sider that a victory. How wonderful it
is that we have put a cap of $175,000 on
a subsidy that farmers can get.

It is a safety net program. It is a
handout, if we want to get into the
slang that is used by the Scrooges
when they are considering giving $300
to a family of three on welfare; it is a
handout. They hand it out with great
contempt, and they complain about it,
and they look for ways to push a per-
son off the welfare rolls who is maybe

getting $300 a month. We can see how
much that adds up for a year.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH) wrote a letter to all his col-
leagues. If we want to talk about bipar-
tisan cooperation, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is a Republican.

‘‘Dear Colleague: You have received
letters from many Members supporting
limitations on farm subsidy payments.
Some farms now receive millions of
dollars. On Wednesday, I will offer a
motion to instruct House conferees on
the farm bill, H.R. 2646. It will direct
them to accept the farm subsidy caps
added to the legislation in the Senate.
The caps will limit farmers to $225,000
in subsidies per year; if they have a
spouse, $275,000 per year.

‘‘The purpose of subsidies since the
beginning has been to protect family
farmers. Unfortunately, about 82 per-
cent of all subsidies now go to just 17
percent of the farmers. By providing
unlimited subsidies, we have encour-
aged huge corporate farm operations to
get bigger and bigger, squeezing out
family farmers.

‘‘You may have heard from some
farm and commodity groups in opposi-
tion to this idea, but make no mistake
about it, they do not speak for the ma-
jority of farmers and ranchers. Last
year, 27 of the Nation’s land grant col-
leges from all the Nation’s regions
came together to poll farmers and
ranchers on their opinions of the farm
bill.

‘‘On the issue of farm payment caps,
there was enormous consensus: Nation-
wide, 81 percent of farmers and ranch-
ers agreed that farm income support
payments should be targeted to small
farms. Limiting subsidies to any par-
ticular farmer will help traditional-
sized family farms.

‘‘Please consider supporting the mo-
tion to instruct on Wednesday,’’ et
cetera, et cetera, by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH), Member of
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD this letter from the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) to his col-
leagues.

The letter referred to is as follows:
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 15, 2002.

PROTECT FAMILY FARMS!
CAP FARM SUBSIDIES!

DEAR COLLEAGUE: You have received let-
ters from many members supporting limita-
tions on farm subsidy payments. Some farms
now receive millions of dollars.

On Wednesday, I will offer a motion to in-
struct House conferees on the farm bill (H.R.
2646). It will direct them to accept the farm
subsidy caps added to the legislation in the
Senate. The caps will limit farmers to
$225,000 in subsidies per year ($275,000 with
spouse).

The purpose of subsidies, since the begin-
ning, has been to protect family farmers. Un-
fortunately, about 82% of all subsidies now
go to just 17% of the farms. By providing un-
limited subsidies, we’ve encouraged huge,
corporate farm operations to get bigger and
bigger, squeezing out family farmers.

You may have heard from some farm and
commodity groups in opposition to this idea,
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but make no mistake about it—THEY DO
NOT SPEAK FOR THE MAJORITY OF
FARMERS AND RANCHERS!

Last year, 27 of the nation’s land grant col-
leges from all the nation’s regions came to-
gether to poll farmers and ranchers on their
opinions of the farm bill. On the issue of
farm payment caps, there was enormous con-
sensus. Nationwide 81 percent of farmers and
ranchers agreed that farm income support
payments should be targeted to small farms.

Limiting subsidies to any particular farm-
er will help traditional-size family farms.
Please consider supporting the motion to in-
struct on Wednesday. For additional infor-
mation, please contact me or Dan Byers on
my staff at 5–5064.

Sincerely,
NICK SMITH,

Member of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I want my constituents
at home to understand that the great
angels who care about fairness, who
want to see our resources spread to all
the people, do not come necessarily in
just certain parties. I have criticized
the Republicans for their actions, but
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH) is a Republican.

A large number of people are of-
fended by the fact that the giant
Scrooges take over, and they are
shameless in the way they use the tax-
payers’ money. If there is ever a pro-
gram which shows us what the giant
Scrooges are doing in the mismanage-
ment of America’s resources, it is the
farm subsidy program.

I have indicated, I think, before on
this floor that there is a special group
called the Environmental Working
Group, and they have done us all a
great service to let Members really see
how outrageous the farm subsidy pro-
gram is.

Again, the farm subsidy program is
supposed to be a safety net program for
small farmers, for the poor. All of our
safety net programs are designed to
help people who cannot help them-
selves. After all, this is a capitalistic
economy. Farming is a business. Do we
want to have socialistic supports for
the agribusiness when we do not have
socialistic supports for any other busi-
ness? Farming is a business.

It is okay, it is part of our credo, to
take care of those who are in danger in
some way of falling through the safety
net. We wanted to support family
farms and keep our farmers, family
farms, out there, not have them all mi-
grate to the cities and turn over the
whole agricultural production to great
corporations, big corporations. That is
an objective that I certainly concur
with. It is in the spirit of the great an-
gels of America.

But the Scrooges have taken over,
and long ago, for years now, it has been
totally out of hand. I am talking to
rural Congressmen, I am talking to big
city Congressmen. We all deserve to be
able to tell our constituents a better
story than ‘‘This is necessary to keep
the food prices cheap in our super-
markets.’’

It actually keeps the prices higher,
Mr. Speaker. It keeps us in a situation
where we are paying more than we

would pay if capitalism were to go to
work in our farm, in the agricultural
business.

But in addition to not violating the
tenets of capitalism, which I do not
take exception to. I think we have a
capitalistic economy. There are a lot of
socialistic elements in it. When we
apply those socialistic elements, I do
not complain. I do not think we should
be stuck in a rut, that capitalism is so
great that it cannot learn from some
other forms of economic production.

We have capitalism in the banking
industry that helped bail out the sav-
ings and loan associations. That social-
ism in the banking industry recently
came to the aid of some of our big in-
vesting groups, so we have across the
world capitalist economies like Korea
and others who have taken steps to
have the government intervene to prop
up businesses.

Those are socialistic elements of eco-
nomic dealings that make sense, they
are pragmatic. We bailed out Mexico
when they were about to go under by
intervening with $20 billion in loans.
So it is not automatically an evil to
have socialistic actions being taken in
the economy. But if we do that, at
least we ought to have an end game
which produces fairness.

This Environmental Working Group,
they created a website on the Internet,
so Members can go and see every per-
son, family, or business in America
that gets farm subsidies. Members can
find out who they are, where they are
located, and exactly how much they
are getting, or how much they were
getting in the year 2000. It is http://
www.ewg.org/farm/. Members can look
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and get
the website address, and go to the
website and find out exactly what
farmers are getting State by State,
county by county.

What Members will find is that
whereas the State of Wisconsin, and I
am going to take Wisconsin as an ex-
ample because next week we are going
to hear a lot about Wisconsin. When we
start discussing the reauthorization of
the Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families Act, we are going to talk
about Governor Thompson, who had
the model program, it has been cited as
a model program, in Wisconsin. Gov-
ernor Thompson did such a great job
until President Bush asked Governor
Thompson to come to Washington and
head the Health and Human Services
Agency, because he has a model pro-
gram.

Well, in Wisconsin, their program
might have been a few degrees better
than the New York City program under
Mayor Rudy Giuliani. Rudy Giuliani,
who performed so magnificently during
the crisis precipitated by the attack on
the World Trade Center, has more con-
tempt for poor people probably than
any leader in America. The workfare
program in New York City was one of
the worst. But I think the present ad-
ministration admires the Giuliani pro-
gram even more than it admired Gov-
ernor Thompson’s program.

Governor Thompson’s Wisconsin pro-
gram, the model program, is a program
that provided less than $300 a month
for a family of three, less than $300 a
month. The Governor of Wisconsin, Mr.
Thompson, who is now Secretary of
Health and Human Services, saved
money by pushing people off the wel-
fare rolls. The caseload went down. He
saved money.

He did not put that money back into
the program to provide more money for
education or transportation, or in some
way benefit the recipients who needed
help in getting more training, more
education, in order to get jobs.

b 1815
He used the money instead for other

kinds of activity. He did what we call
supplanting. He supplanted money
meant for the poor. He moved it about
in the budget until he could free up
money so he could use it for other
State projects. That is what we are sa-
luting in Washington right now as a
model program. He took money from
the poor and used it for other State
projects and that is supposed to be
wonderful.

He has minimum programs to allow
people to get education. Vocational
education is permitted under the TANF
program; higher education is not. If
someone wants to go to junior college,
community college, become a hygienist
or a technician of some kind, the kinds
of jobs that are available that pay de-
cent salary, that have a future, they
cannot do that under the program that
Governor Thompson put forth and has
now become the model for Federal pro-
grams. Cannot do that.

The same Governor Thompson in the
State of Wisconsin, according to the
record, has never raised his voice
against farm subsidies. If Governor
Thompson is a hero because he pushed
those terrible people off the welfare
roll, and sent them out to get a job, he
wants to make the best use of the tax-
payers money, then I ask him to tell
us, tell us, Secretary Thompson, why
do you not deal with the farm subsidy
abuses in Wisconsin?

I have a list of the top 100 farm sub-
sidy recipients in Wisconsin. Again,
like Wisconsin, like every other place,
the poorest farmers are not getting the
money. It is the top 40 percent who get
all of the money, just about.

The first 100 recipients, according to
amounts, the first top recipient Dane
County Growers. That is a corporation
in Edgerton, Wisconsin. They get
$457,646 per year, the annual amount
they received in year 2000.

Let us go down to some individuals
and skip over what looks like corpora-
tions. Jeffrey M. Hahn, Cambria, Wis-
consin, $268,998.57. This man, of course,
would be against the cap that we just
passed because the cap that is being
proposed by the Senate is $225,000. He is
getting $268,998.

What do these people have to do to
get the taxpayers’ money? Do they
have to do volunteer service? This Con-
gress, under the leadership of the Re-
publicans a few years ago, voted to
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make people in public housing do 8
hours of service per month because
they are recipients of subsidized hous-
ing. The law now says, as a result of an
amendment passed on this floor when
the Republican majority votes, that a
person has got to do 8 hours of public
service if they are in a publicly sub-
sidized housing development, public
housing. Do we make any of these re-
cipients of these large amounts of

money do public service? What is it
that we are getting in exchange for
this? It is supposed to be a program for
people who need it very badly; but if
someone is getting year after year
$400,000, $200,000, are they needy, real-
ly?

When we go down the list all the
way, there are people getting $170,394
per year. Again, the welfare recipient
in Wisconsin will get $300 a month
times 12 months. That is $3,600 for a

family of three; but in Wisconsin, the
man whose 100th on this list, down at
the very bottom in terms of the first
100 recipients, Mr. Thomas P. Sayre,
Jr., Edgerton, Wisconsin, is getting
$157,227. What is the criteria in Amer-
ica for giving somebody $157,227 of tax
payers money versus giving a family of
three $3,600?

The list that I am referring to is as
follows:

EWG FARM SUBSIDY DATABASE—TOP 100 RECIPIENTS OF FARM SUBSIDIES IN 2001 WISCONSIN

Rank name Location Farm Subsidy
Total 2001

1 Dane County Growers Ptrn ................................................................................................................................... Edgerton, WI 53534 ................................................................................................................................................. $457,646.10
2 Metcalf Farms ...................................................................................................................................................... Janesville, WI 53546 ................................................................................................................................................ 454,011.85
3 Hamp Haven Farms ............................................................................................................................................. Reedsville, WI 54230 ............................................................................................................................................... 453,442.97
4 Wilks Brothers ...................................................................................................................................................... Union Grove, WI 53182 ............................................................................................................................................ 398,193.39
5 Weeks Farms ........................................................................................................................................................ Sharon, WI 53585 .................................................................................................................................................... 395,499.43
6 Kippley Farms ....................................................................................................................................................... Waunakee, WI 53597 ............................................................................................................................................... 351,146.14
7 Bolton Farms ........................................................................................................................................................ Burlington, WI 53105 .............................................................................................................................................. 336,608.86
8 Roger Rebout & Sons Farm ................................................................................................................................. Janesville, WI 53545 ................................................................................................................................................ 324,424.02
9 Noble Grain Farms ............................................................................................................................................... Burlington, WI 53105 .............................................................................................................................................. 323,642.02
10 John E Walsh and Sons ..................................................................................................................................... Mauston, WI 53948 ................................................................................................................................................. 307,842.42
11 Kuiper Family Farms .......................................................................................................................................... Union Grove, WI 53182 ............................................................................................................................................ 302,465.26
12 Steinacker Farms Inc ......................................................................................................................................... Hortonville, WI 54944 .............................................................................................................................................. 293,647.02
13 Horizon Farms .................................................................................................................................................... Janesville, WI 53545 ................................................................................................................................................ 292,665.30
14 Oneida Nation Farms ......................................................................................................................................... Seymour, WI 54165 .................................................................................................................................................. 276,977.24
15 Jeffrey M Hahn ................................................................................................................................................... Cambria, WI 53923 ................................................................................................................................................. 268,998.57
16 Falkers Farms ..................................................................................................................................................... Viroqua, WI 54665 ................................................................................................................................................... 267,386.17
17 Rossi Grain Farms ............................................................................................................................................. Bristol, WI 53104 ..................................................................................................................................................... 266,540.81
18 Gunderson Grain Farms ..................................................................................................................................... Waterford, WI 53185 ................................................................................................................................................ 259,442.55
19 Hawkins Farms Inc ............................................................................................................................................ Bristol, WI 53104 ..................................................................................................................................................... 254,481.46
20 Riley Brothers ..................................................................................................................................................... Mauston, WI 53948 ................................................................................................................................................. 253,606.67
21 Hartung Farms ................................................................................................................................................... Arena, WI 53503 ...................................................................................................................................................... 247,256.02
22 Keske And Keske ................................................................................................................................................ East Troy, WI 53120 ................................................................................................................................................ 245,384.58
23 Twin City Farms ................................................................................................................................................. Beloit, WI 53511 ...................................................................................................................................................... 244,416.83
24 Mullikin Farms Partnership ................................................................................................................................ Janesville, WI 53546 ................................................................................................................................................ 234,826.38
25 Emmert & Sons .................................................................................................................................................. Baldwin, WI 54002 .................................................................................................................................................. 232,827.87
26 Bach Farms Llc .................................................................................................................................................. Dorchester, WI 54425 .............................................................................................................................................. 228,155.79
27 Furseth Bros Real Estate Partners .................................................................................................................... Stoughton, WI 53589 ............................................................................................................................................... 225,066.67
28 Gorton Farms ...................................................................................................................................................... Racine, WI 53406 .................................................................................................................................................... 223,020.94
29 Huntsinger Farms ............................................................................................................................................... Eau Claire, WI 54702 .............................................................................................................................................. 220,761.30
30 Riesterer Farms .................................................................................................................................................. Milton, WI 53563 ..................................................................................................................................................... 219,778.57
31 Dempsey Farms Partnership .............................................................................................................................. Eagle, WI 53119 ...................................................................................................................................................... 212,660.50
32 Timothy Robert Leidig ........................................................................................................................................ Prairie Du Sac, WI 53578 ........................................................................................................................................ 211,268.76
33 J-r Farms ............................................................................................................................................................ Waunakee, WI 53597 ............................................................................................................................................... 210,231.22
34 Schroeder Farms Partnership ............................................................................................................................. De Forest, WI 53532 ................................................................................................................................................ 206,742.08
35 Luanne M Prochnow ........................................................................................................................................... Menomonie, WI 54751 ............................................................................................................................................. 203,117.53
36 Ronnie Prochnow ................................................................................................................................................ Menomonie, WI 54571 ............................................................................................................................................. 203,117.50
37 West Bros ........................................................................................................................................................... Rice Lake, WI 54868 ............................................................................................................................................... 202,831.88
38 Paul Olsen .......................................................................................................................................................... Wautoma, WI 54982 ................................................................................................................................................ 202,808.29
39 Reichling Farms ................................................................................................................................................. Darlington, WI 53530 .............................................................................................................................................. 202,426.82
40 D & S Farms ...................................................................................................................................................... Shullsburg, WI 53586 .............................................................................................................................................. 201,940.38
41 David Olsen ........................................................................................................................................................ Berlin, WI 54923 ...................................................................................................................................................... 201,673.25
42 Wysocki Produce Farms Inc ............................................................................................................................... Bancroft, WI 54921 ................................................................................................................................................. 200,647.60
43 Larry C Sahm ..................................................................................................................................................... Chippewa Falls, WI 54729 ...................................................................................................................................... 199,963.03
44 Tab J Wiegel ....................................................................................................................................................... Darlington, WI 53530 .............................................................................................................................................. 199,955.71
45 Runyard Grain .................................................................................................................................................... Oconomowoc, WI 53066 ........................................................................................................................................... 198,840.88
46 Borzynski Brothers Properties ............................................................................................................................ Franksville, WI 53126 .............................................................................................................................................. 198,396.38
47 Brenengen Family Farms ................................................................................................................................... Trempealeau, WI 54661 ........................................................................................................................................... 197,598.17
48 Randall S Shotliff .............................................................................................................................................. Evansville, WI 53536 ............................................................................................................................................... 195,306.68
49 Jerome J Laufenberg Inc .................................................................................................................................... Alma Center, WI 54611 ........................................................................................................................................... 194,668.65
50 Thunder Branch Acres Inc ................................................................................................................................. Darlington, WI 53530 .............................................................................................................................................. 193,454.39
51 Henderson And Erickson .................................................................................................................................... New Richmond, WI 54017 ....................................................................................................................................... 191,719.41
52 Kevin L Klahn ..................................................................................................................................................... Brooklyn, WI 53521 .................................................................................................................................................. 188,835.33
53 Robert J Miller Jr ................................................................................................................................................ Oconomowoc, WI 53066 ........................................................................................................................................... 188,290.95
54 Halleen Farms .................................................................................................................................................... Woodbury, MN 55125 ............................................................................................................................................... 187,491.67
55 Heartland Farms Inc .......................................................................................................................................... Hancock, WI 54943 .................................................................................................................................................. 187,243.77
56 Jay R Sorensen ................................................................................................................................................... Pleasant Prairie, WI 53158 ..................................................................................................................................... 187,096.48
57 Kenneth L Russell .............................................................................................................................................. Barron, WI 54812 .................................................................................................................................................... 184,458.18
58 Trelay Farms Inc ................................................................................................................................................ Livingston, WI 53554 ............................................................................................................................................... 184,218.80
59 Mike Berget ........................................................................................................................................................ Darlington, WI 53530 .............................................................................................................................................. 183,920.50
60 Kelly Farms ......................................................................................................................................................... Sun Prairie, WI 53590 ............................................................................................................................................. 183,810.75
61 Blue Star Dairy Farms Ptrn ............................................................................................................................... De Forest, WI 53532 ................................................................................................................................................ 182,942.62
62 Lentz Farms Inc ................................................................................................................................................. Ridgeland, WI 54763 ............................................................................................................................................... 182,440.04
63 Meyer Dairy Grain Frm Inc ................................................................................................................................. Chilton, WI 53014 .................................................................................................................................................... 180,882.47
64 Triple K Farm ..................................................................................................................................................... Hartland, WI 53029 ................................................................................................................................................. 179,927.34
65 Vasby Farms Inc ................................................................................................................................................ Cambridge, WI 53523 .............................................................................................................................................. 177,594.63
66 Kau Farms .......................................................................................................................................................... Eagle, WI 53119 ...................................................................................................................................................... 177,005.21
67 Elmer Weis ......................................................................................................................................................... Kenosha, WI 53142 .................................................................................................................................................. 175,011.91
68 James G Reu ...................................................................................................................................................... Fort Atkinson, WI 53538 .......................................................................................................................................... 174,322.56
69 Henry Thomas ..................................................................................................................................................... Menomonie, WI 54751 ............................................................................................................................................. 174,294.01
70 Triple S Farms .................................................................................................................................................... Monroe, WI 53566 .................................................................................................................................................... 173,911.97
71 Douglas Farms Inc ............................................................................................................................................. Janesville, WI 53545 ................................................................................................................................................ 173,090.12
72 S&I Farms .......................................................................................................................................................... Hammond, WI 54015 ............................................................................................................................................... 172,376.00
73 Charles Pearce Farms, Llc ................................................................................................................................. Walworth, WI 53184 ................................................................................................................................................ 172,008.24
74 Michael J Zimmerman ........................................................................................................................................ Beaver Dam, WI 53916 ........................................................................................................................................... 171,708.55
75 Patrick J Place ................................................................................................................................................... South Wayne, WI 53587 .......................................................................................................................................... 170,394.80
76 Howard & Floyd Wileman Farms Inc ................................................................................................................. Edgerton, WI 53534 ................................................................................................................................................. 170,108.57
77 Fenrich Farms Inc .............................................................................................................................................. Evansville, WI 53536 ............................................................................................................................................... 169,859.30
78 David Rieck ........................................................................................................................................................ Elkhorn, WI 53121 ................................................................................................................................................... 169,537.06
79 ShaferÕs Acres ................................................................................................................................................... Rosendale, WI 54974 ............................................................................................................................................... 168,963.26
80 Thomas P Sayre ................................................................................................................................................. Edgerton, WI 53534 ................................................................................................................................................. 168,386.57
81 Debra L Zimmerman .......................................................................................................................................... Beaver Dam, WI 53916 ........................................................................................................................................... 167,410.55
82 Jack Sauer .......................................................................................................................................................... Darlington, WI 53530 .............................................................................................................................................. 166,905.83
83 S&S Grain Farms ............................................................................................................................................... Rio, WI 53960 .......................................................................................................................................................... 166,884.62
84 Gary A Larson ..................................................................................................................................................... Elk Mound, WI 54739 .............................................................................................................................................. 166,488.26
85 D&D Partnership %dan Dumke ......................................................................................................................... Markesan, WI 53946 ................................................................................................................................................ 166,482.98
86 B Frms Inc ......................................................................................................................................................... Marshall, WI 53559 ................................................................................................................................................. 164,882.07
87 Steven J Voda ..................................................................................................................................................... Janesville, WI 53546 ................................................................................................................................................ 164,003.13
88 J G & L Reynolds ............................................................................................................................................... Genoa City, WI 53128 .............................................................................................................................................. 162,913.35
89 Malchine Farms Inc ........................................................................................................................................... Waterford, WI 53185 ................................................................................................................................................ 162,760.42
90 William Overbeck ................................................................................................................................................ Sturgeon Bay, WI 54235 .......................................................................................................................................... 162,235.49
91 Stephen Schwartz ............................................................................................................................................... Shullsburg, WI 53586 .............................................................................................................................................. 160,392.01
92 Custer Farm Inc ................................................................................................................................................. Chippewa Falls, WI 54729 ...................................................................................................................................... 160,265.59
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EWG FARM SUBSIDY DATABASE—TOP 100 RECIPIENTS OF FARM SUBSIDIES IN 2001 WISCONSIN—Continued

Rank name Location Farm Subsidy
Total 2001

93 Walter Farms, Inc ............................................................................................................................................... Elkhorn, WI 53121 ................................................................................................................................................... 160,200.95
94 New Age Custom Farming Llc ........................................................................................................................... Prairie Du Sac, WI 53578 ........................................................................................................................................ 159,963.83
95 Robert C Traiser ................................................................................................................................................. Osceola, WI 54020 ................................................................................................................................................... 159,280.25
96 Edward H Montsma ............................................................................................................................................ Fond Du Lac, WI 54937 ........................................................................................................................................... 159,213.90
97 Larry V Pravechek .............................................................................................................................................. Luxemburg, WI 54217 .............................................................................................................................................. 158,312.30
98 David R Faschingbauer ...................................................................................................................................... Bloomer, WI 54724 .................................................................................................................................................. 157,905.30
99 David A Sayre ..................................................................................................................................................... Edgerton, WI 53534 ................................................................................................................................................. 157,227.54
100 Thomas P Sayre Jr ........................................................................................................................................... Edgerton, WI 53534 ................................................................................................................................................. 157,227.17

Source: USDA. Compiled by EWG.

I would ask Governor Thompson to
give us the answer. If he is a great ad-
vocate for the best use of the taxpayers
money, why has he never spoken out
against the farm subsidies that are
clearly being abused in Wisconsin, and
I cited Wisconsin only because Gov-
ernor Thompson is from Wisconsin and
he happens to be the man who is push-
ing now for an even more regressive
and even more punitive bill than we
have presently, a law that will give no
room to breathe for people on welfare
in terms of they must get a job but we
do not want to give them an education,
a chance to get an education.

The present law will not allow any-
body to go for a single day to an insti-
tution of higher learning. Vocational
education is all they can do. Once we
had in New York City, and the Federal
Government did not prohibit it, a pro-
gram which allowed people to go to
junior college, 2 years of junior college
while they were on welfare in order to
get their education, complete it to the
point where they could become a tax
payer.

Study after study has shown that
once people get even a degree from a
junior college or from a senior college,
once they get into that realm, they pay
back far more to the tax rolls than
they ever received as welfare recipi-
ents. It is common sense and yet the
Federal law now forbids any State to
allow people to go in an institution of
higher learning. They have to be voca-
tional education only; and yet the jobs
that are needed are the nursing job, the
dental hygienist job, the jobs in infor-
mation technology. They are all in an
area which requires about 2 years of
college.

If we want to give a person a chance
to get off welfare, to not receive a safe-
ty net subsidy, then let them go all the
way to the point where they can get a
decent job. That is not allowed under
current law.

So I am trying to make it understood
to my constituents, to the constitu-
ency of others; and I think that when
we have our debate next week on tem-
porary assistance to families in need
we will find out, needy families, we
will find out whether there are any ad-
vocates for the poor.

Are the Democrats going to advocate
for that group out there that has no-
body here to speak for them? They are
far more than 2 percent of the popu-
lation.

Farmers are very well organized. The
farmers have great, giant scrooges
among them who did their homework

years ago. The Department of Agri-
culture is the second largest agency in
the Federal Government. Why at this
time in America, when the population
producing agricultural product is less
than 2 percent of the population, why
is the Department of Agriculture still
the second largest agency in the Fed-
eral Government?

Somebody has done their homework
very well. Those Scrooges know how to
organize. Those Scrooges know how to
take from those in need and make cer-
tain that they always have subsidies
greater than they should be getting,
farmers home loans, disaster for farm-
ers, et cetera.

If there are Members of Congress lis-
tening who represent poor people, as I
do, I am sure they are telling them
what I tell them, that in America, peo-
ple have the same opportunity. People
have got to organize. People have got
to come out and vote. Forty-nine per-
cent of the American people who are
not voting are the answer to all these
problems.

The great angels of America need
them. Those people have the spirit of
wanting to spread our wealth and our
know-how and our system of govern-
ment throughout the world. They want
to combat terrorism. They want to
make certain that civilization is not
subject to all these dark and negative
forces that are seeking to pull us down,
the al Qaeda network and the people
who think women ought to be treated
like cattle and the people who have
great contempt for democracy and do
not want everybody to have a vote, the
people who are stealing their countries
blind, all of the resources of the coun-
try going to the hands of a few.

There are forces out there which are
in numbers greater than we are, and
the only way we are going to conquer
those forces is to have our own forces
released. The great angels of America
have to overcome the giant Scrooges.
The giant Scrooges are always pressing
to give our resources to the smallest
number of people, and that is no way to
keep America great.

A nice way to defend our interests.
Our interests have to be defended be-
cause we are generous. We are willing
to use our know-how and our constitu-
tional civilization to the advantage of
every American, willing to use our con-
stitutional civilization to the advan-
tage of people all over the world.

‘‘Let’s roll, America. Set the tracks
of destiny straight. Don’t look back
but close the gate, toast the past but
change the cast. In every language of

the earth to the country of all Nations
we have proudly given birth. At the
Olympics of forever we will win all the
races; we are Great Angels of tomorrow
with magic mongrel faces.

‘‘Let kindergartners take a poll, full
baby bellies is our favorite goal, usher
in the age of soul.’’

‘‘America, let’s roll.’’
f

CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF APRIL 17,
2002
The following general leave state-

ment by Mr. BEREUTER was inadvert-
ently placed under the motion to re-
commit offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas. It should have been placed
under the motion to instruct conferees
offered by Mr. SMITH of Michigan for
H.R. 2646, on page H1382.

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Speaker, this
Member rises in strong support of the mo-
tion to instruct conferees on the issue of
payment limitations which the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) has
offered.

It is clear that strong payment limitation
language would improve the integrity of the
farm program payments and help to retain
public support for these programs essential
to rural areas. Making this change will also
help prevent the overwhelming consolidation
of farms that has resulted in a decrease in
small- and medium-sized family farm oper-
ations. The savings achieved from this provi-
sion could then be directed to other worth-
while agricultural programs.

A survey conducted by 27 land grant uni-
versities found that 81 percent of the agricul-
tural producers across the country supported
placing limits on support payments thereby
directing dollars to where they are actually
intended. Furthermore, a 2001 General Ac-
counting Office report found that in recent
years, more than 80 percent of farm pay-
ments were made to large- and medium-size
farms. In 1999, for instance, 7 percent of the
nation’s farms—those with gross agricul-
tural sales of $250,000 or more—received
about 45 percent of the payments. With Con-
gress facing so many spending priorities, we
must demonstrate to our constituents that
we are using taxpayers’ money more effi-
ciently.

It is important to note that this motion to
instruct expresses support for redirecting
these funds to agricultural research and con-
servation. Our choice is clear—we can con-
tinue to funnel millions of dollars to some of
the wealthiest farms or we can make an in-
vestment in the future of agriculture which
will benefit all producers and all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, this Member strongly sup-
ports the motion to instruct and encourages
his colleagues to vote for it.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
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Mrs. ROUKEMA (at the request of Mr.

ARMEY) for today after 2 p.m. on ac-
count of illness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OWENS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. BERKLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SHOWS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. KIND, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. TANCREDO) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 27 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, April
22, 2002, at 2 p.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6242. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revocation of Certain Obso-
lete Tolerance Exemptions [OPP–2002–0010;
FRL–6833–3] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received April
3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

6243. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Foramsulfuron; Exemption
from the Requirement of a Tolerance [OPP–
301227; FRL–6829–8] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received
April 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Agriculture.

6244. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Furilazole; Pesticide Toler-
ance [OPP–301223; FRL–6828–4] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received April 3, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6245. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Propiconazole; Extension of
Tolerance for Emergency Exemptions [OPP–
301221; FRL–6828–3] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received
April 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Agriculture.

6246. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the annual re-
port of the National Institutes of Health
Loan Repayment Program for Research Gen-
erally for FY 2001, pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
8262g(d); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6247. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the annual report for FY 2001 of the
National Institutes of Health Clinical Re-
search Loan Repayment Program for Indi-
viduals from Disadvantaged Backgrounds
(CR–LRP) and the Extramural Clinical Re-
search Loan Repayment Program for Indi-
viduals from Disadvantaged Backgrounds
(ECR–LRP), pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2541—1(i);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6248. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Annual Report of the National
Institute of Child Health and Human Devel-
opment (NICHD) Contraception and Infer-
tility Research Loan Repayment Program
(CIR–LRP) for FY 2001, pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
2541—1(i); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6249. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, South Coast Air
Quality Management District [CA 210–0306a;
FRL–7165–2] received April 3, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

6250. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, San Joaquin
Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District
[CA 071– 0335; FRL–7164–6] received April 3,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6251. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, Monterey Bay
Unified Air Pollution Control District [CA
251–0326a; FRL–7160–8] received April 3, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6252. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Interim Final Determination
that the State of California Has Condi-
tionally Corrected Deficiencies and Stay of
Sanctions, San Joaquin Valley Unified Air
Pollution Control District [CA 255–0320b;
FRL–7164–7] received April 3, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

6253. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Interim Final Determination
that the State of California Has Corrected
Deficiencies and Stay of Sanctions, South
Coast Air Quality Management District [CA
259–0332c; FRL–7158–9] received April 3, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6254. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans and Designation of
Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes; Ne-
vada [NV 021–0049a; FRL–7167–3] received
April 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6255. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval of Section 112(I)

Authority for Hazardous Air Pollutants;
State of West Virginia; Department of Envi-
ronment Protection [WV001–1000a; FRL–7166–
6] received April 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6256. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans Commonwealth of
Kentucky: Approval of Revisions to the 1-
Hour Ozone Maintenance State Implementa-
tion Plan for the Edmonson County and the
Owensboro-Daviess County Area; Correction
[KY–200215; FRL–7168–6] received April 3,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6257. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles to
India [Transmittal No. DTC 174–01], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

6258. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles to
India [Transmittal No. DTC 173–01], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

6259. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to
Japan, France, and Canada [Transmittal No.
DTC 015–02], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to
the Committee on International Relations.

6260. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Japan
[Transmittal No. DTC 028–02], pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6261. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Japan
[Transmittal No. DTC 17–02], pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6262. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Japan
[Transmittal No. DTC 170–01], pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6263. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Japan
[Transmittal No. DTC 011–02], pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c)and 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the
Committee on International Relations.

6264. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Exemptions for U.S. Institutions of Higher
Learning—received March 18, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

6265. A letter from the Chief Administra-
tive Officer, transmitting the quarterly re-
port of receipts and expenditures of appro-
priations and other funds for the period Jan-
uary 1, 2002 through March 31, 2002 as com-
piled by the Chief Administrative Officer,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 104a; (H. Doc. No. 107—
201); to the Committee on House Administra-
tion and ordered to be printed.
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6266. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-

fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act Provisions; Fish-
eries of the Northeastern United States; At-
lantic Deep-Sea Red Crab Fishery; Closure
[Docket No. 010413094–1094–01; I.D. 010902A]
received April 9, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

6267. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Groundfish by Vessels
Using Non-pelagic Trawl Gear in the Red
King Crab Savings Subarea [Docket No.
011218304–1304–01; I.D. 020402F] received April
9, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

6268. A letter from the Acting Director. Of-
fice of Substainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; North Pacific Halibut and
Sablefish IFQ Cost Recovery Program [Dock-
et No. 991207325–0063–02; I.D. 100699A] received
March 20, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

6269. A letter from the Director, Office of
Substainable Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administratration’s final
rule—Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; Pe-
lagic Longline Fishery; Sea Turtle Protec-
tion Measures [Docket No. 010710169–1169–01;
I.D. 060401B] (RIN: 0648–AP31) received March
22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

6270. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Identification
of Transferee [ATF Rul. 2001–5] received
March 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

6271. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 B2
and A300 B4 Series Airplanes; Model A300 F4–
605R Airplanes; Model A300 B4–600 and A300
B4–600R Series Airplanes; and Model A310 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–205–AD;
Amendment 39–12662; AD 2002–04–05] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received March 22, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6272. A letter from the FMCSA Regulations
Officer, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Safety Monitoring System and Compliance
Initiative for Mexico-Domiciled Motor Car-
riers Operating in the United States [Docket
No. FMCSA–98–3299] (RIN: 2126–AA35) re-
ceived March 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6273. A letter from the Chairman, Surface
Transportation Board, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Consolidated Reporting By Com-
monly Controlled Railroads [STB Ex Parte
No. 634] received March 22, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6274. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—
Flightcrew Compartment Access and Door
Designs [Docket No. FAA–2001–10770; SFAR
92–4] (RIN: 2120–AH55) received March 22,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself,
Mr. MICA, and Mr. DUNCAN):

H.R. 4481. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, relating to airport project
streamlining, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. GEPHARDT:
H.R. 4482. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide for Universal
Retirement Savings Accounts in lieu of the
various individual retirement plans; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ARMEY (for himself and Mr.
ENGEL):

H.R. 4483. A bill to halt Syrian support for
terrorism, end its occupation of Lebanon,
stop its development of weapons of mass de-
struction, cease its illegal importation of
Iraqi oil, and by so doing hold Syria account-
able for the serious international security
problems it has caused in the Middle East,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mrs. BIGGERT:
H.R. 4484. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 2,4-Dicholorophenoxyacetic acid, its
salts and esters; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mrs. BIGGERT:
H.R. 4485. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 2-Methyl-4-chlorophenoxyacetic
acid, its salts and esters; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr. ROSS):

H.R. 4486. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
1590 East Joyce Boulevard in Fayetteville,
Arkansas, as the ‘‘Clarence B. Craft Post Of-
fice Building‘‘; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. BRYANT (for himself and Mr.
HILLEARY):

H.R. 4487. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow residents of States
with no income tax a deduction for State and
local sales taxes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CAMP:
H.R. 4488. A bill to amend the unrelated

business taxable income provisions of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4489. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Black Alc Powder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4490. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Black 263 Stage; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4491. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Magenta 364 Stage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4492. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Magenta 364 Liquid Feed; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4493. A bill to reduce temporarily the

duty on Thiamethoxam Technical; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4494. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Cyan 485 Stage; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4495. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Cyan 1 Press Paste; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4496. A bill to reduce temporarily the

duty on NMSBA; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4497. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Fast Cyan 2 Stage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4498. A bill to reduce temporarily the

duty on R118118 Salt; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4499. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Fast Magenta 2 Stage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4500. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Fast Black 286 Stage; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4501. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on mixtures of Fluazinam; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE:
H.R. 4502. A bill to reduce temporarily the

duty on Prodiamine Technical; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ENGEL:
H.R. 4503. A bill to amend the Immigration

and Nationality Act in regard to Caribbean-
born immigrants; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA:
H.R. 4504. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to extend the eligibility for
housing loans guaranteed by the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs under the Native Amer-
ican Housing Loan Pilot Program to vet-
erans who are married to Native Americans;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. FRANK (for himself and Mr.
LAFALCE):

H.R. 4505. A bill to repeal subtitle B of title
III of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. JENKINS:
H.R. 4506. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on T-Butyl Acrylate; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JENKINS:
H.R. 4507. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 2,4-Xylidine; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. JENKINS:
H.R. 4508. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Tetrakis ((2,4-di-tert-
butylphenyl)4,4-biphenylenediphosphonite);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JENKINS:
H.R. 4509. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on palmitic acid; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. KANJORSKI:
H.R. 4510. A bill to amend chapter 171 of

title 28, United States Code, with respect to
the liability of the United States for claims
of military personnel for damages for certain
injuries; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KOLBE:
H.R. 4511. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on certain carbon dioxide cartridges; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LANGEVIN:
H.R. 4512. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to encourage the use of
safety devices in firearms; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MARKEY:
H.R. 4513. A bill to strengthen the author-

ity of the Federal Government to protect in-
dividuals from certain acts and practices in
the sale and purchase of Social Security
numbers and Social Security account num-
bers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
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by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself
and Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 4514. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs to carry out construction
projects for the purpose of improving, ren-
ovating, and updating patient care facilities
at Department of Veterans Affairs medical
centers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. TURNER, Mr. THUNE, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. BERRY, Mr. SANDLIN,
Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. PHELPS,
Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr. PAUL,
Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. KIND, Mr. OTTER, Mr.
WATKINS, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
BARRETT, Mr. BOUCHER, and Mr.
LATHAM):

H.R. 4515. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for improve-
ments in access to services in rural hospitals
and critical access hospitals; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4516. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 12-Hydroxyoctadecanoic acid, reac-
tion product with N,N-dimethyl, 1,3-
propanediamine, dimethyl sulfate,
quaternized; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4517. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 40% Polymer acid salt/polymer
amide, 60% Butyl acetate; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4518. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 12-Hydroxyoctadecanoic acid, reac-
tion product with N,N-dimethyl- 1,3-
propanediamine, dimethyl sulfate,
quaternized, 60 percent solution in toluene;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4519. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Polymer acid salt/polymer amide; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4520. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 50% Amine neutralized phosphated
polyester polymer, 50% Solvesso 100; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4521. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on 1-Octadecanaminium, N,N-di-meth-
yl-N-octadecyl-, (Sp-4-2)-@29H,31H-phtha-
locyanine-2- sulfonato(3-)-
.kappa.N29,.kappa.N30,.
kappa.N31,.kappa.N32@cuprate(1-); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4522. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Chromate(1-),bis{1-{(5-chloro-2-
hydroxyphenyl)azo}-2-napthal enolato(2-)}-
,hyrogen; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mrs. MYRICK:
H.R. 4523. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Aryl substituted copper
phthalocyanine; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. LEACH, Ms. WATERS, and
Mr. KUCINICH):

H.R. 4524. A bill to ensure that the En-
hanced Highly Indebted Poor Countries Ini-
tiative achieves the objective of substan-
tially increasing resources available for

human development and poverty reduction
in heavily indebted poor countries, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and in addition to the
Committee on Financial Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TAUZIN:
H.R. 4525. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Phytol; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. TAUZIN:
H.R. 4526. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on kresoxim-methyl; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAUZIN:
H.R. 4527. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Chloridazon; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAUZIN:
H.R. 4528. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on diethyl ketone; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAUZIN:
H.R. 4529. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on PDC; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. BALLENGER, and Mr.
BURR of North Carolina):

H.R. 4530. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a study of the suit-
ability and feasibility of establishing the
Blue Ridge Heritage and Cultural Partner-
ship Study Area in North Carolina, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Ms. WATSON:
H.R. 4531. A bill to award a congressional

gold medal to Dr. Dorothy Height in recogni-
tion of her many contributions to the Na-
tion; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4532. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Disperse Orange 30, Disperse Blue
79:1, Disperse Red 167:1, Disperse Yellow 64,
Disperse Red 60, Disperse Blue 60, Disperse
Blue 77, Disperse Yellow 42, Disperse Red 86,
and Disperse Red 86:1; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4533. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Disperse Blue 321; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4534. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Direct Black 175; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4535. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Disperse Red 73 and Disperse Blue 56;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4536. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Acid Black 132 and Acid Black 172;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4537. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Acid Black 107; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina:
H.R. 4538. A bill to suspend temporarily the

duty on Acid Yellow 219, Acid Orange 152,
Acid Red 278, Acid Orange 116, Acid Orange
156, and Acid Blue 113; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico:
H.R. 4539. A bill to amend the Child Care

and Development Block Grant Act of 1990 to
provide market rate payments for child care
services provided under such Act; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. BRADY of Texas:
H. Con. Res. 381. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress with re-

spect to pulmonary hypertension; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mr. OWENS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
CLAY, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. WAT-
SON, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. RUSH, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. WATERS, Mr. FORD, Mr.
SCOTT, Mr. WYNN, Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. WATT of
North Carolina):

H. Con. Res. 382. Concurrent resolution
urging the President to end any embargo
against Haiti and to no longer require, as a
condition of providing humanitarian and de-
velopment assistance to Haiti, the resolution
of the political impasse in Haiti, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. RIVERS:
H. Con. Res. 383. Concurrent resolution

commending the NephCure Foundation for
its sponsorship of National Kidney Cure
Week and encouraging the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to make more
information available to the public con-
cerning kidney diseases; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mr.
MCCRERY):

H. Con. Res. 384. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the United States Air Force B-52
Stratofortress bomber on the occasion of its
50th anniversary and honoring the pilots and
crew members who have served aboard that
aircraft; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. ARMEY:
H. Res. 391. A resolution designating ma-

jority membership on certain standing com-
mittees of the House; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. DELAY (for himself, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
FROST, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
REYNOLDS, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. CANTOR,
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CARDIN, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. DEUTSCH,
Mr. NADLER, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H. Res. 392. A resolution expressing soli-
darity with Israel in its fight against ter-
rorism; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. TOM DAVIS
of Virginia, Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HOLT, Ms. ESHOO, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. KING, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mr. FROST, and Mr. BLUMENAUER):
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H. Res. 393. A resolution concerning the

rise in anti-Semitism in Europe; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. STARK, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. ISSA, Mr. SNYDER, Ms.
LEE, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. MEEKS of
New York):

H. Res. 394. A resolution expressing grave
concern about the continuing escalation in
violence between Israel and the Palestinians;
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the
followingtitles were introduced and
severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:
H.R. 4540.A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain entriesof
pasta;to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LINDER:
H.R. 4541.A bill to provide for reliquidation

of entries prematurely liquidated bythe
United States Customs Service;to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut:
H.R. 4542. A bill to provide for the reliqui-

dation of certain entries of vanadium car-
bides and vanadium carbonitride;to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WICKER:
H.R. 4543. A bill for the relief of Richi

James Lesley;to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 292: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 425: Ms. SANCHEZ and Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 536: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 537: Mr. SCHIFF.
H.R. 774: Mr. CLEMENT.
H.R. 826: Mr. FORBES and Mr. RILEY.
H.R. 840: Ms. BROWN of Florida.
H.R. 854: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.

HAYES, Mr. GOODE, and Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.R. 877: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
H.R. 914: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 937: Mr. JONES of North Carolina and

Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 951: Mr. CHAMBLISS.
H.R. 1089: Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 1090: Mr. GEKAS and Mr. COOKSEY.
H.R. 1177: Mr. ISRAEL.
H.R. 1232: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. PETERSON of

Minnesota.
H.R. 1305: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. DREIER, Mr.

FLAKE, and Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois.
H.R. 1322: Ms. DEGETTE.
H.R. 1331: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 1356: Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 1377: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 1462: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 1475: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.
H.R. 1517: Mr. COMBEST.
H.R. 1532: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 1556: Mr. KLECZKA and Mr. RILEY.
H.R. 1581: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. PETRI, and

Mr. BOYD.
H.R. 1642: Mr. HOEFFEL.
H.R. 1723: Mr. WALSH.
H.R. 1789: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
H.R. 1798: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 1808: Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 1841: Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.

SANDLIN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. WATERS, Mrs.
DAVIS of California, Mr. SWEENEY, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
KING, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr.
BISHOP.

H.R. 1908: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. SOUDER, and
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 1911: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. AKIN.
H.R. 1917: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 2009: Mr. STENHOLM.
H.R. 2014: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.
H.R. 2027: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 2068: Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 2073: Mr. AKIN.
H.R. 2117: Mr. STUMP, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.

SWEENEY, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms.
WATSON, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. GILMAN and Mr.
LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 2125: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and
Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 2154: Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 2207: Mr. LARSEN of Washington.
H.R. 2211: Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 2222: Mr. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 2347: Mr. LAHOOD.
H.R. 2348: Mr. BERMAN and Ms. SOLIS.
H.R. 2466: Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BARTON of

Texas, Mr. CRANE, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. PASTER, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
BURR of North Carolina, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia, Mr. VITTER, Mr. LINDER, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.
KELLER, and Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 2521: Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 2570: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr.

BONIOR.
H.R. 2576: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.
H.R. 2629: Mr. JENKINS and Mrs. KELLY.
H.R. 2637: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
H.R. 2638: Ms. PELOSI.
H.R. 2692: Mr. SWEENEY.
H.R. 2695: Mr. INSLEE.
H.R. 2706: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Ms.

WOOLSEY.
H.R. 2714: Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. DAN MILLER of

Florida, Mr. STUMP, Mr. WICKER, Mr. BACH-
US, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. COBLE,
Mr. COLLINS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Ms. GRANGER,
Mr. HORN, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. NEY, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.

H.R. 2763: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky.
H.R. 2820: Mr. LUTHER, Mr. BAIRD, Mr.

BLUNT, Mr. RUSH, Mr. WYNN, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. PAYNE,
and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 2874: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Ms.
DELAURO.

H.R. 2878: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 2908: Ms. DEGETTE.
H.R. 2953: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 3094: Mr. QUINN and Mr. LEACH.
H.R. 3113: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 3185: Mr. LAMPSON and Mr. MALONEY

of Connecticut.
H.R. 3231: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 3244: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 3320: Mr. BOEHNER.
H.R. 3321: Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 3363: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 3375: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
H.R. 3414: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. LYNCH, and

Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 3424: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.
H.R. 3450: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.

DEFAZIO, and Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 3476: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.
H.R. 3478: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. REYES, Mr.

ORTIZ, and Mr. RYUN of Kansas.
H.R. 3479: Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. LATHAM, and

Mr. MORAN of Kansas.
H.R. 3482: Mr. SCHIFF.
H.R. 3509: Mr. OWENS, Mr. FROST, and Mr.

DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 3512: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. KENNEDY
of Minnesota, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr.
LUCAS of Oklahoma, and Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 3545: Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. ROSS, and Mr.
BALDACCI.

H.R. 3561: Mr. SHUSTER and Mr. KINGSTON.
H.R. 3567: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.
H.R. 3585: Ms. LEE and Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 3605: Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 3625: Mr. COYNE, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.

PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 3634: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. PAYNE, and

Ms. LEE.
H.R. 3659: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. HOEFFEL,

Mr. BLUNT, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. KILDEE, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.
CONYERS.

H.R. 3681: Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. BARR OF GEOR-
GIA, Mr. WU, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, and Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 3686: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 3705: Mr. OTTER.
H.R. 3706: Mr. OTTER.
H.R. 3717: Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 3770: Mr. MEEKS OF NEW YORK.
H.R. 3794: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.

UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 3802: Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 3805: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. HERGER, Mr.

GRAHAM, and Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.
H.R. 3808: Mr. BARR OF GEORGIA, Mr.

OTTER, and Ms. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 3826: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BISHOP,

Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. FROST, Mr.
FRANK, and Mr. HOSTETTLER.

H.R. 3831: Mr. JENKINS.
H.R. 3894: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 3895: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.
H.R. 3899: Mr. HINCHEY and Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 3915: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.
H.R. 3916: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.

THOMPSON of California, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr.
ENGEL, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 3972: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi.
H.R. 3973: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas and

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi.
H.R. 3989: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 3990: Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 4001: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 4002: Mr. MEEKS of new York.
H.R. 4011: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 4013: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MCDERMOTT,

and Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 4014: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MCDERMOTT,

Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. PLATTS.
H.R. 4018: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DEFAZIO, and

Mr. LANGEVIN.
H.R. 4019: Mrs. CUBIN and Mr. UDALL of Col-

orado.
H.R. 4047: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. SAM JOHN-

SON of Texas.
H.R. 4066: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 4071: Mr. STARK.
H.R. 4112: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. POM-

EROY, and Mr. LATHAM.
H.R. 4119: Mr. FROST, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr.

DUNCAN.
H.R. 4122: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. PITTS, and

Mr. WHITFIELD.
H.R. 4152: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 4169: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. TOOMEY.
H.R. 4197: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.
H.R. 4198: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.
H.R. 4209: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. CLAYTON,

Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. BAIRD, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HOLT, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mrs. THURMAN, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. KUCINICH, and Mr.
MICA.

H.R. 4235: Mr. BOUCHER.
H.J. Res. 41: Mr. AKIN and Mr. FORBES.
H. Con. Res. 180: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
H. Con. Res. 188: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.
H. Con. Res. 260: Ms. MCCOLLUM.
H. Con. Res. 269: Ms. SOLIS.
H. Con. Res. 315: Mr. OTTER, Mr. DEMINT,

Mr. HERGER, Mr. RILEY, and Mr. TIAHRT.
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H. Con. Res. 345: Mr. MCINTYRE.
H. Con. Res. 346: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H. Con. Res. 371: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BLUNT,

Ms. SOLIS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-

gan, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, and
Mr. SIMMONS.

H. Res. 98: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.

H. Res. 133: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
ALLEN, and Mr. SOUDER.

H. Res. 387: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
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Senate
The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was

called to order by the Honorable HIL-
LARY RODHAM CLINTON, a Senator from
the State of New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This
morning our guest Chaplain, Reverend
Samuel L. Green, St. Mark African
Methodist Episcopal Church, in Or-
lando, FL, will lead the Senate in
prayer:

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Oh God, our God. How excellent is
Your name. You are wonderful. You are
glorious. You are sovereign and majes-
tic. You alone are God. We offer to You
today thanksgiving. Thank You for the
many blessings You have so graciously
bestowed upon us. Thank You for bless-
ing America. We pause as a nation
today to bless You. Give us strength
and courage to work together as a na-
tion to create environments of liberty
and justice throughout our land.

Dear Lord, grant unto this Senate an
agenda that will speak to the issues
that affect every citizen of our Nation.
As these women and men convene,
cause them to remember that our
Founders established this Nation under
God. Then as they deliberate, their
thoughts and actions will be led by
You.

God of grace, God of glory, on these
Senators pour Your power. Grant them
wisdom; grant them courage for the
facing of this hour in America. Give
them a strong resolution against the
evils that we as a nation deplore.
Search their souls, be their glory so
that these women and men who have
been elected to serve as Senators will
not fail those they represent or Thee.
In the name of Jesus, the Christ, we
pray. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable HILLARY RODHAM
CLINTON led the Pledge of Allegiance,
as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, April 18, 2002.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable HILLARY RODHAM
CLINTON, a Senator from the State of New
York, to perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. CLINTON thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nevada is rec-
ognized.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Madam President, this
morning the Senate will resume con-
sideration of the energy reform bill.
The ANWR amendments are pending.
The time until 11:45 is divided equally
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees. At 11:45 the Senate will vote on
cloture on the Stevens ANWR amend-
ment. If cloture is not invoked on the
Stevens amendment, the Senate will

immediately vote on cloture on the
Murkowski ANWR amendment.

I ask that Senator NELSON of Florida
be recognized to give remarks regard-
ing our guest Chaplain.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Florida.

f

WELCOMING THE GUEST
CHAPLAIN

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam
President, the minister who is our
guest Chaplain is a personal friend of
mine from Orlando. It is noteworthy
that I make a couple of remarks con-
cerning him.

Reverend Sam Green of St. Mark
AME Church in Orlando is a rather ex-
traordinary minister of the gospel. He
comes from a family that has four
brothers who are all ministers, in Or-
lando, Tallahassee, Gainesville, and
Miami. Reverend Green’s pastorate and
his ministry are an outreach to the
community of Orlando, for he has cre-
ated businesses to fill the needs of the
Orlando community that are all occu-
pied by parishioners of his church. And
so it is with a great deal of pleasure
that we welcome Reverend Sam Green
of Orlando to be our guest Chaplain
this morning.

Thank you, Madam President.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

f

NATIONAL LABORATORIES PART-
NERSHIP IMPROVEMENT ACT OF
2001
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 517, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 517) to authorize funding the De-
partment of Energy to enhance its mission



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2872 April 18, 2002
areas through technology transfer and part-
nerships for fiscal years 2002 through 2006,
and for other purposes.

Pending:
Daschle/Bingaman further modified

amendment No. 2917, in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Kerry/McCain amendment No. 2999 (to
amendment No. 2917), to provide for in-
creased average fuel economy standards for
passenger automobiles and light trucks.

Dayton/Grassley amendment No. 3008 (to
amendment No. 2917), to require that Federal
agencies use ethanol-blended gasoline and
biodiesel-blended diesel fuel in areas in
which ethanol-blended gasoline and bio-
diesel-blended diesel fuel are available.

Lott amendment No. 3028 (to amendment
No. 2917), to provide for the fair treatment of
Presidential judicial nominees.

Landrieu/Kyl amendment No. 3050 (to
amendment No. 2917), to increase the trans-
fer capability of electric energy transmission
systems through participant-funded invest-
ment.

Graham amendment No. 3070 (to amend-
ment No. 2917), to clarify the provisions re-
lating to the Renewable Portfolio Standard.

Schumer/Clinton amendment No. 3093 (to
amendment No. 2917), to prohibit oil and gas
drilling activity in Finger Lakes National
Forest, New York.

Dayton amendment No. 3097 (to amend-
ment No. 2917), to require additional findings
for FERC approval of an electric utility
merger.

Schumer amendment No. 3030 (to amend-
ment No. 2917), to strike the section estab-
lishing a renewable fuel content requirement
for motor vehicle fuel.

Feinstein/Boxer amendment No. 3115 (to
amendment No. 2917), to modify the provi-
sion relating to the renewable content of
motor vehicle fuel to eliminate the required
volume of renewable fuel for calendar year
2004.

Murkowski/Breaux/Stevens amendment
No. 3132 (to amendment No. 2917), to create
jobs for Americans, to reduce dependence on
foreign sources of crude oil and energy, to
strengthen the economic self determination
of the Inupiat Eskimos and to promote na-
tional security.

Stevens amendment No. 3133 (to amend-
ment No. 3132), to create jobs for Americans,
to strengthen the United States steel indus-
try, to reduce dependence on foreign sources
of crude oil and energy, and to promote na-
tional security.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the full 2
hours be given and the votes occur at
10 minutes to the hour rather than 15
minutes on the hour.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
understand I have up to 15 minutes to
speak at this time, is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. No time was specifically allotted
to any particular Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. I
am supposed to proceed on our side. As
the majority whip knows, I have a
hearing beginning shortly. The Senator
from Pennsylvania wanted to use 2
minutes of my time. Could we let him
proceed for 2 minutes?

Mr. REID. That would be fine if the
three Republican Senators wish to
speak.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania
is recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I
want to speak for a couple of minutes
on this amendment on steel. We had an
opportunity to do something to pro-
foundly help the steel industry this
year. The President has done the right
thing. He did something tremendously
important to help steel jobs by cre-
ating the tariff decision a few weeks
ago. But the second piece of this puzzle
was to do something about the legacy
cost, so the steel industry can consoli-
date and be much more efficient.

We had an opportunity in this bill,
because we had a pot of money, to be
able to fund this program. I don’t see
any other pot of money out there that
is substantial enough to meet the
needs of people who are basically with-
out health insurance now because of
the failure of so many companies in the
steel industry. We had the money. All
we needed was the will. Fortunately,
you had the steel companies saying
let’s do it and make this our chance be-
cause the money is here, the will is
here. The steelworkers passed. Many
people here who are advocates for
steelworkers are taking a pass. The
reason is because they cannot get a
commitment from the President to
sign this exact piece of legislation.

I am going to vote for this legisla-
tion, but if that now is the standard, I
am going to adopt that standard. I will
not vote for another piece of steel leg-
acy legislation on the floor of the Sen-
ate. I will not advocate for another
piece of steel legacy legislation until
we have a commitment from the Presi-
dent, before it leaves the Senate, that
he will sign it. Since that is the com-
mitment that was necessary here, that
will now be the commitment to get my
support and advocacy on this side of
the aisle for any future steel legacy
bailout. You have made your bed, and
it is an uncomfortable one, and it is
not going to be a satisfying one for the
people who could today be realizing
health care, could be realizing a res-
toration of the health care benefits
that were promised them. But some
people decided to take a political pass.
Go ahead and take your political pass,
but the impact on all of these workers
is profound, and the impact on all of
these retirees is profound. It is a very
sad day for the steelworkers and the
retirees as a result of the politics being
played on this issue.

I thank the Chair.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Mexico is
recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
this side has asked me to ask unani-
mous consent that the time consumed
by the quorum call be equally divided
on the unanimous consent the Senator
from Nevada just requested.

Mr. REID. I hope we don’t have a
quorum call.

Mr. DOMENICI. That quorum time be
equally divided. That is what we are
trying to clear up.

Mr. REID. I am sure it is OK. I’m not
sure I understand.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
today we are debating an amendment
that, simply put, has a profound im-
pact on our future. This legislation is
American jobs and national security.
And I will say, what could be more
compelling than these two very simple,
but profound and obviously important
considerations: American jobs and na-
tional security.

Our Nation, whether we like it or
not, whether we should have done
something about it sooner or not,
moves on oil. We can wish for a future
in which there are other options, but it
is not here now. Absolutely nothing
changes the stark fact that now, and
for the foreseeable future, we need ex-
panded supplies of oil, and we are dan-
gerously dependent on foreign sources.

Our economy grinds to a halt with-
out oil. Our tremendous military capa-
bilities require oil. Today, for example,
it takes 8 times more oil to meet the
needs of each American soldier than
during World War II.

Senator after Senator has noted that
we are now importing almost 60 per-
cent of our oil. We all know that the
past crises occurred when we were half
as much dependent. Those crises oc-
curred when other nations followed
their own best interests. That will al-
ways be the case. Our interests will not
always drive the actions of our neigh-
bors and countries that call themselves
our friends.

We know that oil is going to become
an increasingly precious resource. Sup-
plies are not infinite, but it is not a
question of whether we have enough oil
for the foreseeable future; but will
America be able to be assured—or can
we do things that will make us more
assured that we will have what we
need?

We know that oil is getting to be a
more precious resource. Obviously, we
have become vulnerable to disruptions.
That vulnerability has never been larg-
er. But I submit that it will get larger
in the future because we are not taking
any action, in my opinion, that either
short-term or long-term will change
that situation.

At this instant, we see tremendous
instability in the Middle East. We have
been getting at least 1 million barrels
of oil per day from Iraq. And insta-
bility doesn’t stop in the Middle East.
Whatever it is that is causing insta-
bility in our world, has moved over
into our hemisphere. Obviously, Ven-
ezuela is another very major supplier
of the United States. It does not take a
genius to look into the cloudiest of
crystal balls and forecast that there
are likely to be immense shortages of
oil in the near future.

Some argue that ANWR oil will not
be ready for 10 years, while experts
note that oil could be flowing in 1 to 2
years. Others will argue that even with
the shorter time, ANWR cannot impact
today’s crisis sufficiently. Sure, it can-
not, but it will be better and it will en-
able us to withstand the next crisis
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much, much better. In fact, it might
postpone one crisis or another crisis in
the future. And there is no question
that prices at the oil pump are now
being impacted by this situation that I
have just described with reference to
our dependence on the Middle East and
other world conditions. Whether you’re
shopping at the neighborhood gas pump
or reading the papers, the signs are all
around us, oil is approaching $26 a bar-
rel versus $18 earlier this year.

There are headlines such as ‘‘Gas
Prices Put Some Budgets Running on
Empty,’’ and ‘‘The Oil Market is Run-
ning Scared.’’ Those kinds of signs are
plastered in newspapers and magazines.
Right here in Washington, gas prices
have climbed 20 percent in the past
month. Besides giving us more control
over our own gas prices, ANWR has
other far-reaching impacts. After all,
we are just coming out of recession.

This is the time when good jobs are
especially precious. ANWR oil, valued
at $300 billion or more, means thou-
sands upon thousands of jobs for Amer-
icans. It is estimated that the Presi-
dent’s whole energy package delivers
about 700,000 jobs for Americans. Many
of those jobs are represented by some
of our strongest unions, and we have
seen a number of them support the pas-
sage of the ANWR legislation.

It is obvious to me there will be
many jobs in special areas of oilfield
exploration, and extensive logistic sup-
port will be needed at every step of ex-
ploration and development.

In one sense, this is a huge jobs op-
portunity for Americans. These are
highly paid jobs. They will go else-
where. They will not stay in this coun-
try. Salaries will be lost as we become
more dependent, and without us having
the advantage of the ANWR oil activi-
ties, the oil money will go elsewhere.
We will pay more money to foreign
countries rather than keep it for our-
selves.

We would rush to the floor to vote for
any project or program that we could
put into effect that would produce the
kind of jobs that ANWR will bring.
There is no question it is the biggest
job-producing activity that anyone
could plan during the next decade and
perhaps thereafter.

If we import more oil, we are encour-
aging more pumping from places in the
world with less stringent environ-
mental regulations. If we import more,
what sense does it make to ban our ex-
ploration and drilling under rigid envi-
ronmental mandates and tell the rest
of the world to use whatever ap-
proaches they want, with whatever en-
vironmental damage, just to satisfy
our needs and our thirst?

We cannot, by defeating ANWR, man-
date the environmental conditions that
will exist across this world when the
oil that would have been ANWR oil is
produced by other countries in other
places.

ANWR critics need to remember that
this amendment limits the total foot-
print of all operations to 2,000 acres, a

tiny piece of a gigantic area encom-
passing more than 20 million acres.
That means 99.99 percent of ANWR is
untouched by this development. If the
same fraction of New Mexico, my home
State, was developed as is being pro-
posed in ANWR, it would consume an
area roughly the size of the Albu-
querque Sunport and Kirkland Air
Force Base.

That piece of geography in the south-
west in New Mexico—the Sunport in
Albuquerque plus Kirkland Air Force
Base—is the entirety of property that
would be used. It would leave no de-
struction or damage or in any way
harm the 2,000 acres. That can be done.

For those who wonder whether we
can drill that many wells and get that
much oil from such a small piece of ge-
ography, that is what the law says;
that is the only activity the President
would be allowed to do if either of the
pending amendments were to be adopt-
ed.

If the same fraction of New Mexico
were developed as is being proposed in
the ANWR drilling, it would consume
the area I have just described. There
are some who do not believe that, but
I repeat, we have become such techno-
logical experts in drilling for oil that,
indeed, 2,000 acres will suffice because
we no longer drill straight down, per-
pendicular. We drill horizontally so
there will be many wells many dis-
tances from this 2,000 acres, but it will
not be visible on the surface nor will it
impact the surface.

We have spent a lot of resources—a
lot of businesses invested money and
we invested money in the research to
permit that, to get us to this point
where we can stand in this Chamber
and talk about horizontal drilling and
about a footprint of 2,000 acres that
could drain the entirety of ANWR, the
entirety of the 1.5 million acres or at
least sufficient quantities to make it
worthwhile.

If we import more, then we are only
encouraging more pumping in places in
the world with less stringent regula-
tions, which I have just commented on.
If we want to move environmental deg-
radation elsewhere—which will be min-
uscule in the United States, in Alaska,
in ANWR—then shame on us and dou-
bly shame on us if we, with the same
set of events, deny an opportunity to
produce it under stringent require-
ments as we have been referring to for
ANWR.

It is likely that the ANWR supply
would replace about 30 years of oil im-
ports from Saudi Arabia and about 50
years of oil imports from Iraq. Right
now, we pay Saddam Hussein about $4.5
billion a year for oil. Do we really want
to be dependent on this regime? Do we
want it to grow rather than diminish?
If we want his regime to grow, then re-
ject the two pending amendments. If
we want Saddam Hussein’s influence to
lessen, then we ought to vote in such a
way as to permit American business,
American working men and women to
proceed to produce on our behalf.

To me, this is a very easy issue. We
should drill in the United States using
our best environmentally friendly tech-
nology under our rigid environmental
controls. We should drill where we can
find our own oil to satisfy our national
needs and, at the same time, we should
work to develop new technologies that
lessen our dependence on oil and petro-
leum-based fuels. There can be no
doubt, ANWR will not solve our prob-
lem, but clearly it will help solve our
problem, and with that, there are so
many pluses in terms of where the
wealth will go, where the money will
be invested, which workers will get the
jobs, which businesses will be part of
the very complicated drilling tech-
niques and apparatus that will be on
American soil drilling for oil for Amer-
icans, instead of part of the inter-
national pool produced by some other
country, the benefits of which are abso-
lutely nil to the United States.

It is an easy issue because this is an
American issue and a jobs issue with
very little downside. Actually, this
should not be an environmental issue.
This should not be an issue that oil
companies favor. This should not be an
issue that the labor unions favor. This
is an American issue that we should
have come to the floor shoulder to
shoulder saying: Let’s give it a try.

I submit that just as happened in the
Prudhoe Bay activity—after lengthy
debates and passing by the narrowest
of margins, with all that was going to
happen environmentally in that area,
from what I can tell and on what I have
been briefed from people who live
there, nothing of significant damage to
the environment has occurred—I pre-
dict the very same thing will occur if
we proceed to drill on the 2,000 acres
set aside.

I regret, if it turns out this cannot be
passed, that the argument apparently
will prevail that we should let the envi-
ronment be degraded in other countries
to produce commodities that we des-
perately need, but we should not
produce this product on our own land
under far more stringent environ-
mental controls. To me it makes no
sense as an environmental issue.

To me, it is abandoning hundreds,
and hundreds of thousands, of jobs and
billions of dollars that are American.
We are going to be sending those off to
others saying: You enjoy them because,
after all, America is so powerful, so
strong, we do not need any.

I believe this amounts to something
very close to economic arrogance on
the part of those who promote it. It is
kind of like walking out and saying:
America is so robust, we do not need to
worry about hundreds of thousands of
jobs and billions of dollars that could
be ours instead of some other country
in the world. It would seem to this Sen-
ator that it is a very clear issue. I, for
one, am sorry we have taken so much
time, and I do hope when we finish
with this issue that we will proceed.

I note my colleague from New Mexico
has been in this Chamber for an inordi-
nate amount of time trying to get this
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bill done. I want to say to him, I am
not one who wants further delay. When
we get this finished, I am for getting
on with it. I hope that happens in a few
days rather than weeks. The issue has
been joined. Both sides have had a good
shot at it. Perhaps none of us have un-
derstood it correctly, but I think we
have all tried.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-

LER). The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Sen-

ators on the Democratic side who have
requested time will be given this
amount of time: Senator BINGAMAN, 10
minutes; Senator BOXER, 5 minutes;
Senator DASCHLE, 10 minutes; Senator
KERRY, 10 minutes; Senator
LIEBERMAN, 5 minutes; Senator REID, 5
minutes; Senator ROCKEFELLER, 10
minutes.

Mr. President, some of my colleagues
have advocated opening the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge to drill for oil.
Those who favor exploiting the Arctic
Refuge for whatever oil might be there
often suggest this Coastal Plain is des-
olate and unforgiving.

The Arctic Refuge is a very different
landscape than most of the wildlife ref-
uges in the lower 48 States. This
unique Coastal Plain is worthy of pro-
tection, and that is an understatement.

I am from a place called Searchlight,
NV, a small town in the heart of the
Mojave Desert. The Mojave Desert is
the driest and one of the most unfor-
giving regions in North America. It is
also one of the most beautiful and awe-
inspiring places on Earth. This desert,
because of its extreme climate, is very
slow to heal from impacts people make
in it. The Mojave Desert is hot, it is
dry, and it is fragile.

The Arctic Refuge, though so dif-
ferent from the desert, is actually simi-
lar to the Mojave in that it is another
of North America’s most unforgiving
landscapes.

Like the Mojave Desert, the Arctic
Refuge is a beautiful, irreplaceable and
shared national treasure. The Arctic
Refuge belongs to all Americans and
all Americans should have a voice in
determining its future. Those pushing
to drill for oil in this American wilder-
ness claim drilling would not have a
harmful impact, but we know that due
to extreme climate the Arctic would be
slow to heal from the wounds caused by
oil and gas exploration and develop-
ment.

The Arctic Refuge is cold, it is wet, it
is fragile, and it is also unique and irre-
placeable. The Arctic Refuge is not a
wasteland. We must not allow it to be-
come one. I am fortunate to be able to
return home to the Mojave Desert and
enjoy visits with my family. That is
where my home is.

Congress should guarantee, for the
sake of our children and grandchildren,
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
also remains pristine, unharmed and
free from wasteful exploitation.

Behind the misguided drive to drill in
the Arctic Refuge is a fundamental

issue on which we should all agree:
America is too dependent on oil. We
must be honest with the American peo-
ple about this simple truth: America
has 3 percent of the world’s oil re-
serves; 90 percent of the oil reserves are
elsewhere, but we use 25 percent of the
world’s supply of oil. America will
never again produce all of the oil it
uses. As long as America depends on
oil, we will have to depend on foreign
oil. That is too bad. There is no ques-
tion that reducing our use of foreign
oil is a critical goal for our Nation.

Improving fuel efficiency in cars
would significantly reduce our debili-
tating dependence on foreign oil. If all
cars, trucks and pickups had a cor-
porate average fuel economy, or CAFE
standard, at 27.5 miles per gallon, the
country would save more oil in 3 years
than could be recovered economically
from the entire Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge ever.

It is easier to save a barrel of oil
than to produce one. Reducing our de-
mand for oil means eliminating the in-
efficiencies that plague our Nation’s
energy use. Our energy policy must
promote responsible production of oil
and gas. This legislation will provide
tax incentives to do just that, but that
does not mean we should drill in the
pristine Arctic wilderness. Although
drilling in the Arctic refuge might
seem like a solution to our energy
challenges and could be profitable for
oil companies, America cannot afford
to cut corners at the expense of this
refuge.

The refuge can only supply 6 months’
worth of oil to meet America’s energy
needs. This is not a solution. We must
find a long-term solution because once
the oil is extracted and used it is gone.
We will soon find ourselves facing the
same dilemma, only this refuge would
be destroyed and/or damaged.

There are solutions. Substituting al-
ternative energies, solar, wind and, of
course, geothermal, as well as biofuels
for fossil fuels or using them as fuel ad-
ditives can help offset some of our de-
mand for petroleum and at the same
time dramatically reduce pollution.

As fantastic as it sounds, with the
use of hydrogen fuel cells, as the Sen-
ator from Idaho spoke recently, oil will
eventually be phased out as a primary
transportation fuel. Yes, our Nation
will some day abandon oil as its pri-
mary energy source in favor of natural
gas and renewable energy. The day is
coming. I hope it is a day when we can
all look back and be proud that we
made the right decision to protect the
Arctic Refuge for centuries to come.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
welcome a chance to speak for a few
additional minutes on this important
issue. In my view, opening the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge is not good
environmental policy for our country
and also it distracts us from the effort
we are making to craft a comprehen-

sive energy policy the country can sup-
port and with which we can move
ahead.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the cloture motions. I have several rea-
sons for that. One point that needs to
be made very clearly is one that I
think has sort of not been said but has
been part of the background discussion,
and that is that nothing that is pro-
posed with regard to drilling for oil in
the wildlife refuge would in any way
reduce the price of gas for Americans.

The suggestion has been made, well,
the price of gas is going up. Therefore,
we have to rush out and drill in the
Arctic Wildlife Refuge. The truth is,
there is nothing in these proposals that
is going to affect the price of gas to the
American consumer. I think everyone
sort of concedes that point when asked
the question, but I wanted to make it
very explicit.

Also, there is nothing in this pro-
posal to help us with our short-term
needs. The Energy Information Agency
says that even if we were to pass legis-
lation this year to permit drilling in
the Arctic Wildlife Refuge, there would
be no production out of that area for at
least 7 years, perhaps for as long as 12
years.

We had a hearing in the Energy Com-
mittee where the representative from
ExxonMobil said it would be at least 8
years, and more realistically probably
10 years. So there is no solution to our
short-term needs in these proposals.

I would also make the point, which
we have tried to make in several ways,
that there is really no solution to our
long-term needs in this proposal to
open the wildlife refuge either. I have a
chart that we have shown before, but I
think it is a very instructive chart. It
is based on information from the En-
ergy Information Agency, which is part
of our Federal Government, part of the
administration. We asked them first a
pretty obvious question. We said, let us
look long-term in the year 2020. How
dependent will we be on foreign oil if
we do not open ANWR to production?

They said, we will be 62 percent de-
pendent. The exact figures they gave us
show we are about 55 percent depend-
ent this year on foreign sources of oil.
In 2020, we will be 62 percent dependent
if we do not open ANWR.

Everybody said, great. Let us think
about opening ANWR then. We said,
how dependent would we be if we did
open ANWR to drilling? They said we
would be 60 percent dependent. That is
the issue. It is a 2-percent difference in
the year 2020.

Then we asked the next question:
Longer term, what about 2030? How de-
pendent will we be in 2030 if we don’t
open ANWR to drilling? The answer is,
75-percent dependent upon foreign
sources of oil. This is assuming we
don’t change any of our other policies
with regard to CAFE standards, with
regard to use of hydrogen power for
fuel cells or anything else. They said 75
percent; we said, if we do open ANWR
to drilling, how dependent? And they
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say 75 percent. The truth is, their pro-
jections indicate that whether ANWR
is opened or is not opened for drilling
and production, by the year 2030 it is
all gone and we are at 75-percent de-
pendence upon foreign sources of oil.
So there is nothing in these proposed
amendments we are going to be voting
on that solves our long-term problems.

The controversy, I do believe, has di-
verted our attention from other real
opportunities to enhance our domestic
energy production. Let me recount
briefly what some of those are.

Senators from Alaska made the point
very strongly, and I agree with them,
that a tremendous opportunity for our
country as far as meeting our energy
needs in the future is concerned is get-
ting the gas that is produced in the
Arctic down to the lower 48 so we can
use it. We have 32 million cubic feet of
natural gas that is immediately avail-
able, substantially more natural gas
that is expected to be available if there
is a way to transport that—a pipeline—
from the North Slope down to the
lower 48. We have provisions in this bill
that will facilitate the construction of
that pipeline.

We have worked with the Senators
from Alaska to try to devise other pro-
visions, incentives, ways to reduce the
risk, the financial risk involved, so
that pipeline can be constructed. It is
very much in our national interest
that be done. I very much hope as a re-
sult of the legislation, we are able to
do this.

Talking now again about oil rather
than natural gas, there are substantial
prospects for increased production of
oil on the North Slope of Alaska in the
National Petroleum Reserve, Alaska.
There are 23 million acres of Federal
land that have been set aside to secure
our petroleum reserves. That is the or-
ange area on this map. This is very
promising. The previous administra-
tion leased a substantial area for drill-
ing. Those leases were certainly sought
by the industry. There is another lease
sale being prepared for this June.
There are additional lease sales
planned in the future. They all have
the very high interest of the oil and
gas industry. I strongly support going
ahead with that development. It is
something we need to do to meet our
needs. I hope we do.

In addition, there is a substantial
area of State and Native lands between
the Arctic Refuge and the National Pe-
troleum Reserve, Alaska, between the
green area, which is the wildlife refuge
area, and the orange area, which is the
National Petroleum Reserve, Alaska
area. That is State and Native land.
There is an aggressive State leasing
program going forward there. That
benefits, of course, everyone and in-
creases domestic production.

Even when we get away from the
North Slope of Alaska and look at the
Gulf States, we have today 32 million
acres offshore of Louisiana, Texas, and
Mississippi, that have been leased for
drilling and have not yet been drilled

and developed. We need to figure out
what we can do through policies and
incentives to encourage the develop-
ment of those resources. Clearly, there
is a substantial benefit to our country
there.

The point I made repeatedly through-
out the 5 or 6 weeks we have been on
this bill—I am losing track at this
point—the point I have made repeat-
edly is we need to begin looking to
other sources of energy. We need to be
looking at other ways to meet our en-
ergy needs: Better energy conserva-
tion, more attention to research and
development, more attention to renew-
able energy sources. Clearly, that
needs to be a major thrust of what we
do.

There are provisions in one of the
amendments we will vote on related to
the steelworkers and to the steel indus-
try. The Senator from Pennsylvania
was here a few minutes ago and spoke
to that. Many Members in the Senate
are sympathetic to the problems the
steel industry has encountered, par-
ticularly the workers, the retirees from
that industry, the legacy issue relating
to the steel industry. I am persuaded
this is not the right place to try to deal
with that issue. We should not be try-
ing to deal with that issue as an add-on
to a proposal related to the opening of
the Arctic Refuge.

I also don’t believe we should be try-
ing to deal with any of our commit-
ments or assistance to Israel as part of
this effort to open the Arctic Refuge
for drilling. Those are separate issues.
There is strong support in the Senate
for dealing with both of those issues,
but it is not appropriate, in my view,
to try to roll those into these amend-
ments.

This energy bill has got enough on it
and enough issues to deal with without
adding these provisions. Clearly, they
complicate the issue substantially and
do not hold out a real prospect for solv-
ing either of those problems.

There is a lot of talk about jobs. I be-
lieve sincerely this energy bill overall,
if we can pass it, if we can get it to the
President for signature, will create
substantial jobs in this country. We
will do that in a variety of ways. We
will create substantial jobs if we
incentivize construction of the gas
pipeline from the North Slope down to
the lower 48. We will create substantial
jobs if we are able to move ahead with
more use of renewable energy through-
out our country. That will create sub-
stantial jobs. There are all sorts of pro-
visions in the bill that will create jobs.
I believe it is far better in the job cre-
ation arena than the bill passed by the
House of Representatives last summer.

I conclude by saying I hope Senators
will vote against cloture on these two
amendments so we can move on to
some other issues and conclude action
on this very important energy bill.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. How much time
remains on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty
minutes remain to the Senator from
Alaska.

Mr. REID. And Senator DASCHLE’s
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
three minutes.

Mr. REID. I make a unanimous con-
sent request. I suggested earlier what
we would do in our time remaining:
Senator DASCHLE, 10 minutes; Senator
ROCKEFELLER, 10 minutes; Senator
KERRY, 10 minutes; Senator
LIEBERMAN, 5 minutes; and Senator
BOXER, 5 minutes; and I ask that be in
the form of a unanimous consent re-
quest for how the time is distributed
on our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it
is my intention to try to follow a simi-
lar pattern on our side. I reserve 10
minutes at the end at my discretion as
manager on this side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield to Senator
STEVENS such time as he needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
delighted the Senator from New Mex-
ico has indicated his support for the
Alaska natural gas pipeline. I hope we
can proceed during this Congress to
carry out that commitment.

The gas we will transport is from
State land, not Federal land. Obvi-
ously, we are going to have to have
some changes in Federal law to permit
the construction of the largest project
in the history of man. It will take some
incentives. I tried to provide some in-
centives to that through the second-de-
gree amendment. That is obviously not
going to be adopted by the Senate.

I will speak for a moment about the
defeatist attitude of the Democratic
Party. The Senator from New Mexico
has said we have 75-percent dependence
on foreign oil coming. Why? We closed
all the coast lines in the United States
to oil and gas exploration—except the
gulf and a little bit in Alaska on State
lands. Those are State lands where oil
and gas drilling and production take
place. The Federal lands, because of
the demands of the Sierra Club and
other radical environmental organiza-
tions, are closed to oil and gas leasing,
almost. The administration is going to
try to reopen some of them in the
Rocky Mountain area. We will see how
the Democratic Party reacts to that.
But as a matter of fact, the Clinton ad-
ministration closed NPRA. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico talks about
opening it. It is closed. We tried to
open it several times.

I welcome the attitude that we are
going to open up the reserve set aside
for Alaska in 1925 by President Coo-
lidge to try to make up for the Teapot
Dome scandal. It has been closed since
that time. We had one well drilled dur-
ing the war by the Navy. By the way,
it was a pretty good well. It was very
shallow, but it was good.

The Sierra Club and all the radical
organizations have brought about the
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closure of offshore drilling, the closure
of Federal lands drilling, the closure of
Alaska lands now. What more do they
want? If we follow this defeatist atti-
tude that we are going to face 75-per-
cent imports in the future as far as our
oil energy is concerned, it is going to
happen. It will not happen if we decide
we are going to use our technology
base to do what President Truman
wanted to do, go offshore and research
the seabed. Two-thirds of the world’s
surface is covered by water and there is
very little production in that water
around the United States. Half of the
Continental Shelf—probably even more
than that—off the United States is off
our State. Not one well has been drilled
out there. Why? The environmental or-
ganizations oppose it.

We will have 75-percent dependence
on foreign oil if the Democratic Party
has its way. It is part of the platform
of the Democratic Party to oppose
drilling on these lands. So it is a polit-
ical issue, and it is high time we faced
up to it.

We think we have a right to trans-
port that gas. As a matter of fact, in
the State of the Senator from New
Mexico, the Indians in his State can
drill on their lands. They are producing
gas on their lands. They are producing
oil on their lands. What happens in our
State? They cannot drill on privately
owned Native land, Eskimo land that is
within the 1002 area in the Alaska
Coastal Plain, the 1.5 million acres.
There are 92,000 acres owned by those
Eskimos, and they cannot drill. Why?
Because the administration at the time
they got the lands, the Clinton admin-
istration, demanded that they agree to
a provision that they could not drill
until we were able to drill within the
1002 area itself.

Talk about discrimination. Not only
is the State discriminated against but
our Natives are discriminated against.
We are going to have an amendment
before we are through with this bill.
That amendment will be to allow the
Alaskan Eskimos to drill on their own
land, to stop this discrimination
against our people. It is bad enough to
discriminate against the State, but to
discriminate against Alaskan Eskimos
who own that land is just atrocious as
far as I am concerned.

I welcome the support of the Senator
from New Mexico, as I said, for the
Alaska natural gas pipeline. It is going
to take some incentives. If we want
that gas down here—the equivalent, by
the way, of a million barrels of oil a
day—if we want that gas down here be-
fore 2030, 2050—when they talk about
the real demand for energy—if we want
it, even then, we are going to have to
start now. If we started right now to
build the Alaska natural gas pipeline it
would be finished in 2011; 9 years min-
imum. That is nonsense.

It is nonsense that we cannot drill on
our lands. It is nonsense they will not
keep the commitment that two famous
Democratic Senators made.

I have learned a lesson from this in
the last 21 years and that is this, some-

thing that every Senator should know:
Do not depend on future Congresses,
particularly future Senators, to keep
commitments that were made by a pre-
vious Congress and President. In 1980,
the commitment was made that this
area would be subject to drilling, if it
did not—if the environmental impact
showed there was not going to be per-
manent harm to the area as far as the
fish and wildlife was concerned. We re-
lied upon that commitment in Decem-
ber of 1980 to go ahead with this whole
idea of withdrawing 104 million acres.
We relied on a commitment made by
an administration and Congress, in
law, that we would be able to do that.

In subsequent Congresses the House
has carried it out, strangely enough.
The Senate has not—except for twice
when we sent it down to the President
and President Clinton vetoed it.

So if you want a continuum of what
is causing the 75-percent dependence
upon foreign oil that the majority says
is inevitable, then follow the Demo-
cratic Party. Follow them to depend-
ence upon foreign oil, the exporting of
U.S. jobs, and the total dependence
upon the philosophies of foreign na-
tions in order to keep our Nation
going.

Just think of that. We are saying it
is inevitable, in order to keep this
country going—this country, the great-
est economic engine the world has ever
seen—we have to be totally dependent
upon foreign oil; 75 percent is total as
far as I am concerned.

The Senator from New Mexico says
this will not affect the price of gas.
How would you like to make a bet? Do
you want to make a little bet? I bet be-
fore the end of the year, the price of
gas is up again 25 cents at least. As a
matter of fact, as the trendline goes up
on dependence on foreign oil, the price
is going to go up. That happens every
time we have seen that line go up in
terms of dependence on foreign oil.

If you do not believe that, go back
and look at the price of gas before the
embargo in the 1970s and then see that
as that embargo was lifted, we in-
creased our dependence on foreign oil.
It was less than 35 percent in 1973, and
it is now 57 percent, they say. If it is
going up to 75 percent, just follow the
trendline of the price of gasoline.

It may be so. As a matter of fact, it
is so. If we pass our amendment, it
would not change the price of gas now,
but it will change the price of gas in 6
years. We will be more dependent upon
foreign oil in 6 years if we do not open
up the Arctic Plain.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield to the Senator
such time as he wishes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
the senior Senator from Alaska. I con-
gratulate him. But I especially want to
congratulate the junior Senator from
Alaska for his leadership on this issue.
I have been here a long time—some

would say too long—but I have seen
few people who have done a better job
in trying to promote what I perceive to
be the public interest than Senator
MURKOWSKI.

Today, we are going to vote on clo-
ture on ANWR. I think it is clear that
we do not have the votes, and there are
many reasons for that. But no one can
fault the Senator from Alaska, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, because no one has done
more to put together a coalition, which
now involves labor unions, involves
people who are concerned about Israel
and the Middle East, and involves peo-
ple who are concerned about the na-
tional security implications of not pro-
ducing energy here at home to turn the
wheels of industry and agriculture, en-
ergy that can be produced efficiently,
and that can be produced in an envi-
ronmentally sound way.

Because we are not producing energy
at home, we are becoming dependent
on foreign oil, and the national defense
and security implications and the for-
eign policy implications are over-
whelming.

I could understand opposition to
opening up ANWR if a realistic case
could be made that it will not produce
this energy or create 750,000 jobs in the
process. By the way, that is why orga-
nized labor is for opening ANWR, in my
opinion—that and their legitimate con-
cerns as citizens about national secu-
rity.

If the price we had to pay to produce
this energy was the rape and pillage of
the land, and massive environmental
destruction, and if we will create some-
thing that looked like Azerbaijan in
the wake of the efforts of the Soviets
to exploit oil and gas there, then I
think we could have a legitimate de-
bate on the floor of the Senate about
this. Under those circumstances, I
think the case we are trying to make
here would be a lot harder. But the
amazing thing is no one has proposed
such a program. What is astounding to
me is how extreme the environmental
movement in America has gotten in re-
lation to how modest the proposal that
we are getting ready to defeat is.

Let me remind people of these num-
bers.

There are 319.7 million acres in Alas-
ka. Some people claim it is the largest
State in the Union. There could be a
debate about that.

When you look at the ANWR area
where there is the potential for oil and
gas production, there are 20 million
acres of land in that area. That’s just
20 million of 319.7 million.

In 1980, Congress decided to reduce
the area open for production from 20
million to 1.5 million acres. But the
proposal of Senator MURKOWSKI is so
modest that it says let us reduce that
even further, down to only 2,000 acres.

So we have now come from 319.7 mil-
lion acres to 20 million to 1.5 million to
the point where we are talking about a
relatively tiny footprint for oil and gas
exploration of 2,000 acres.

Now, what kind of technology will be
employed? Well, we are talking about
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the most expensive technology on the
planet being used to assure that even
in the 2,000 acres, we have a very mod-
est environmental impact.

In addition to that, while we would
allow the potential for production in
2,000 acres out of 319.7 million acres
under the most restrictive covenant for
oil and gas exploration in American
history, still, under the Murkowski
amendment as offered, you couldn’t en-
gage in exploration even on the 2,000
acres unless the President of the
United States made a decision through
a Presidential finding that the national
security interests of the United States
dictated that such action be taken.

The provision before us bans export
of the oil assuring that every bit of it
will be used in the United States.

It has other provisions related to
Israel and its special circumstance in
terms of oil needs.

Finally, to compensate for 2,000 acres
that will have minimal disruption if a
national security waiver permits pro-
duction to occur, the amendment be-
fore us reclassifies 1.5 million acres in
Alaska as wilderness.

I think if you really thought this was
some kind of rational debate about the
public interest, you would have to ask
yourself: How in the world could any-
body be opposed to this amendment?
When you are talking about being re-
sponsible and moderate, how could you
do more than this amendment does?
Yet this innocuous proposal has at-
tracted enormous opposition. The op-
position basically boils down to the
fact that we have gotten into a polit-
ical situation where vested political in-
terests are dictating the outcome of
the debate. God bless them because
some of them make up the interests of
America, and they have every right to
be extreme because that is what having
rights is about. A news article from the
New York Times which somebody read
to me this morning reports that if we
could stop global warming in exchange
for drilling in ANWR, the environ-
mental groups in this country would be
against it. How can that be?

It can be because this has become a
debate about symbolism, not energy or
the environment. This has become a
debate about fundraising and the kind
of extremism that creates political
causes and that has political impact
but that in no way reflects the public
interest.

How can it not be in the public inter-
est to take 2,000 acres in a State that
has 319.7 million acres, and on the most
environmentally responsible basis,
over the next 30 years, produce more
oil than we are importing from Saudi
Arabia?

To offset any negative impact we
might have on these 2,000 acres, we put
1.5 million additional acres into the
wildlife refuge.

How in the world can such a proposal
be controversial? Why don’t we have
100 votes in favor of it?

Is no one awake to the fact that we
have problems in the Middle East, that

we have a growing dependence on oil,
that there are profound national secu-
rity implications of producing as much
oil as we will import from Saudi Arabia
in the next 30 years on 2,000 acres of
land in a State with 317 million acres?

I know I am not going to sway any-
one’s vote, but I want people to under-
stand this has become a debate not
about America’s interest, but about po-
litical symbols.

Opposition to this amendment can-
not be supported on the basis of ration-
ality. It cannot be based on any real-
istic weighing of the national interest.
It can only be based on blind loyalty to
symbolism.

When you get into these extreme po-
sitions where you are putting political
symbolism in front of America’s inter-
est, I don’t think you are serving the
public purpose.

I remind my colleagues that when
Greeks went to ask advice from the Or-
acle, they found this inscription above
the gate at Delphi: ‘‘Moderation In All
Things.’’

I believe this is an issue where we
need to step back and ask ourselves: to
whom do we owe allegiance? What are
we trying to promote? Whose interest
are we trying to advance?

I think when one special interest
group becomes so demanding as to
jeopardize national security and the
public interest to try to make a point
for them, when symbolism becomes
more important than the security of
America, then something is badly
wrong.

I just wanted to make that point.
I am going to vote with Senator

MURKOWSKI. I see that he has come
back to the Chamber.

I just want to say this: I have
watched him debate. I have been in-
volved in many of them. But I have not
seen anybody do a better job than Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI has done on this issue.
I have never seen a better political
base built for an issue.

If we were having a rational debate
in this body about a proposal with a
broad spectrum of political support—
which it has from labor unions, to peo-
ple concerned about peace in the Mid-
dle East, to national security, to work-
ing people, and to people who want to
be able to use their cars and trucks,
and who want to turn the wheels of in-
dustry and agriculture with American-
produced energy—this vote would be
100 to nothing. It is simply a measure
of how extreme this issue has become
that Senator MURKOWSKI is not going
to prevail on this issue.

Finally, let me say we are going to
have two votes to bring to an end de-
bate on this issue. I am going to vote
in favor of the ending debate on the
Murkowski amendment. We deserve an
up-or-down vote on this amendment. I
do not know if it will be this year or
next year or sometime in the future,
but I am confident that the public in-
terest will ultimately be served. Some-
day we will produce this energy. Some-
day, when we have felt pain from not

acting rationally, that rationality and
the public interest will override the
wishes of extreme special interests.
The sooner we can do it the better. We
ought to do it now. Even if we started
preparing today, it would take years to
get the oil and gas in ANWR. I think is
an indication that time is wasting, and
that we need to get on with this.

We will also have a cloture vote this
morning on the so-called steel legacy
issue. I intend to vote against cloture.
I am adamantly opposed to that
amendment. It is a bad idea whose time
has not come. I would like to remind
my colleagues that the majority of the
members of the Steel Manufacturers
Association oppose the amendment be-
cause it rewards inefficient producers
and those who granted benefits they
could not pay for at the expense of effi-
cient producers.

Secondly, I think it is important to
note that some of these steel compa-
nies are still in business and have
roughly 200,000 retirees. If we are going
to come in and start paying benefits
for operating companies that are irre-
sponsible in promising benefits that
they cannot afford, then we are going
to encourage other companies act in a
similar manner.

I think it is very important we recog-
nize that by doing this, we are adding
to the problem in the steel industry by
keeping excess capacity in business
when everybody knows capacity should
be reduced, not maintained. I think
spending $7 billion to bail out these
steel companies is a misuse of taxpayer
money.

Finally, all over the world today, so-
cialist countries are trying to get out
of the business of bailing out ineffi-
cient, feather-bedded companies. All
over the world, in every socialist coun-
try on Earth, people are trying to undo
this stuff. Yet, here we are, in the
United States of America, trying to get
into the business of subsidizing compa-
nies that overpromise and under-
deliver.

It is a very bad idea. It richly de-
serves to be killed, and I am hopeful it
will be.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Nebraska). Who yields time?
The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-

ager of this bill, Senator BINGAMAN,
will use up to 3 minutes, if necessary,
at this time. I yield that to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in
response to some of the comments that
have been made, I want to make two
points, very simply.

First of all, the projections for the
extent of our dependence on foreign oil
in the future are not my projections.
They are the projections of the current
administration, the Bush administra-
tion, the Department of Energy, the
Energy Information Agency within the
Department of Energy. They have said
if we do not change policies in some
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other significant respects, we will be
75-percent dependent upon foreign
sources of oil by the year 2030 if ANWR
is opened, and we will be 75-percent de-
pendent on foreign sources of oil if
ANWR is not opened. So that is the
point I was trying to make.

The second issue I want to clarify—I
believe Senator STEVENS raised the
question or disputed that the National
Petroleum Reserve, Alaska, had been
opened for drilling. My information,
which I believe is accurate, is that the
Bureau of Land Management held a
sale, an oil and gas lease sale in May of
1999, during the Clinton administra-
tion. It generated a high level of indus-
try interest. There were 3.9 million
acres that were offered for lease at that
time. In fact, 132 leases were issued
covering 867,000 acres. The bonus bids
on that lease sale were $104.6 million.

So there has been a significant lease
sale in the National Petroleum Re-
serve, Alaska.

I know there is another lease sale
scheduled for June of this year, which
I support, with which Secretary Norton
is going forward. And I know there are
plans being made for even a more sub-
stantial lease sale in the next few
years. So there certainly is the oppor-
tunity for oil and gas development in
those areas.

I have a press release dated May of
last year, 2001, saying Phillips Alaska,
a wholly owned subsidiary of Phillips
Petroleum, and Anadarko Petroleum
have announced the first discoveries in
the National Petroleum Reserve, Alas-
ka, since the area was reopened for ex-
ploration in 1999. So there has been
real success for developing oil and gas
in that area.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the time under my
control be changed to allow Senator
BOXER 7 minutes, Senator ROCKE-
FELLER 9 minutes, and Senator KERRY 9
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
how much time is remaining on this
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fourteen
minutes 22 seconds.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California.
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank

Senators BINGAMAN and REID for their
generosity in giving me this 7 minutes
of time. I have been trying to get some
time on this matter for quite a while.

Mr. President, I am not going to get
into a number of details today. What I
really want to do is paint more of a
broad-brush argument as to why it is
so important to preserve this beautiful
area.

Some 2 years ago, I sent my eyes and
ears, my top environmental adviser on
the Arctic, Sara Barth, who is in the
Chamber today, to the area in my

stead. I think it is fair to say that she
came back a changed person because of
what she had seen because she really,
truly was stunned by the beauty of this
area.

Many times in the debate, when peo-
ple have been talking about this area,
it has sounded as though this area is
not really a beautiful area. So what I
thought I would do today is put in the
RECORD information that has been
taken off the Web site of the Bush ad-
ministration’s Interior Department.
This was given to me by Chairman
BINGAMAN. I think it is a good way for
me to lead off.

It is not BARBARA BOXER’s words or
the Sierra Club’s words or the wildlife
people’s words. It is the Bush adminis-
tration’s words. If you go on their Web
site, you get it. It says:

The Unique Conservation Values of Arctic
Refuge.

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is the
largest unit in the National Wildlife Refuge
System. The Refuge is America’s finest ex-
ample of an intact, naturally functioning
community of arctic/subarctic ecosystems.
Such a broad spectrum of diverse habitats
occurring within a single protected unit is
unparalleled in North America, and perhaps
in the entire circumpolar north.

When the Eisenhower Administration es-
tablished the original Arctic Range in 1960,
Secretary of Interior Seaton described it as—

And this is a quote from Eisen-
hower’s Secretary of Interior—
one of the world’s great wildlife areas. The
great diversity of vegetation and topography
in this compact area, together with its rel-
atively undisturbed condition, led to its se-
lection as . . . one of our remaining wildlife
and wilderness frontiers.

I think nothing says it better than
the words of our own former Interior
Secretary under President Eisenhower.
And this is from the Web site of Inte-
rior Secretary Norton today.

I want to show a few beautiful photo-
graphs. I know the Senators from Alas-
ka live in a magnificent place. Some of
these photos are just unbelievable.

Here in this photo we see an area in
the Coastal Plain, the 1002 area of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. It is a
photograph by Pamela Miller. The in-
credible colors are stunning.

We will go to the next photo because
we have so little time and so many
photos.

This is a beautiful picture of a song-
bird that you can find in the refuge. It
makes clear why these words are up on
the Web site of our own Interior De-
partment.

This is a magnificent photograph as
well.

Here is a polar bear, which I know we
have seen walking across a pipeline,
but here it is walking in its natural
surroundings—very beautiful. Here are
the caribou. I think you have seen a lot
of this before. Here are the musk
oxen—quite beautiful.

I have another beautiful landscape to
show of another view of this magnifi-
cent area. We do have drilling in a na-
tional wildlife refuge there in Alaska.
Everyone says there is no damage

done. Remember the pictures I just
showed. Now look at how it is all left
with these floating barrels. It is a pret-
ty devastated site.

I think you need to come back to the
question of what is a refuge. You could
look it up in the dictionary: a place to
find comfort and peace and tranquility.
Therefore, it seems to me it doesn’t
make any sense to disturb a refuge.
When you do this, if you go this way
and drill there, we are going to disturb
it.

Someone sent me a cartoon. I think
it was a constituent. It never ran in the
newspaper, but it basically says: The
George Bush Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. It shows that cars are lapping
up the oil on the plain. And it says:

Where S.U.V.s are free to roam without
fear of regulation.

That is somebody’s sense of humor
about what we are going to do to the
wildlife refuge. I hope we don’t. I hope
we hold the line.

It is very fair for people who don’t
agree with me on this to ask: What is
your solution? I really want to talk
about that.

We know when something isn’t a so-
lution. In my opinion, the amount of
oil there, from everything we know, is
hardly going to make a dent. Here is a
chart that shows that. We have a chart
that shows the projected consumption
of U.S. citizens of oil. Right down here
on this little black line is the amount
of oil we will get, 3.2 billion barrels
over 50 years.

I have another chart that tells the
tale. You save 2.38 billion barrels more
oil from the Arctic if you have just bet-
ter tires. With just better tires, you get
more oil. And then if you close the
SUV loophole, which is really not that
hard to do—they are going to have hy-
brid SUVs coming up shortly—you save
about 10 billion barrels. And if you just
go up to 35 miles per gallon—Senator
KERRY led us so well on that issue; I
think we made a huge mistake—we
save 18 billion barrels.

So look at this. Out of all these op-
tions, you get more oil if you just use
better tires. Some of the people who
want to drill seem to oppose a lot of
these other easy ways to govern.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REED). The time of the Senator from
California has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to sum up
in 1 more minute, if I might.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. I will go to the Los An-
geles Times editorial which I thought
was right on point. They say:

Wilderness is or it is not. There is no most-
ly wilderness with just a little bit of develop-
ment.

It continues: No matter what Dick
Cheney says, U.S. energy security does
not depend on drilling for fuel in the
Arctic refuge. The Alaskan oil would
not come on line for 10 years. It goes
through that.

It says: The fastest way to gain more
energy security is to use less oil and
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use it more efficiently. It shows that
better tires alone will give you more
oil than lies in the refuge.

Then it ends up:
The nation doesn’t need a muscle-bound

energy policy. It needs a smart one—one
that does not rely so heavily on fossil fuels
and fossil thinking.

The choice is clear. I respect my
friends from the other side on this de-
bate, but I hope we will defeat the pro-
posal to open the refuge.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yields
time?

The Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield

myself 9 minutes.
Let me begin by paying respect to

both Senators from Alaska. Though I
disagree with them and they know
that, they waged an effort that rep-
resents their principles, their views,
their beliefs and, most especially, the
beliefs of the people of Alaska, as they
understand their responsibility.

I emphasize as strongly as I can,
none of us in the U.S. Senate are cava-
lier or dismissive of Alaska’s interests.
There are many ways to serve those in-
terests. I certainly am one Senator
who is prepared always to try to help
with respect to economic development
issues, other hardship issues that exist
in a State that faces a different set of
challenges from many of us in the Sen-
ate. I hope they understand that, that
this is a difference based on an equally
fervently held set of beliefs and a dif-
ferent interpretation of the facts.

I think they are facts. There are
some profound differences in that re-
gard.

With respect to the amendment on
steel, I believe Congress must act to
deal with the plight of steelworkers,
retired steelworkers and their families.
Steelworker retirees are being dev-
astated by the loss of health care bene-
fits. More than 125,000 steelworkers
have lost those benefits due to the liq-
uidation of 17 American steel compa-
nies, and another 500,000 steelworker
retirees stand to lose their health care
unless we act to protect them.

I am glad that some of our Repub-
lican friends have discovered this issue.
I regret that they want to trade their
concern for steelworkers with the
opening of the Arctic Wildlife Refuge.
It would be disappointing if down the
road our Republican friends are only
prepared to try to deal with steel-
workers in the context of the Arctic
wildlife refuge and not in the context
of their personal human plight. We will
have an opportunity in a short period
of time to try to deal appropriately
with the problem of steelworkers.

Yesterday Senator WELLSTONE made
a very powerful statement in the Sen-
ate Chamber. There is nobody in the
Senate who has fought harder or will
fight harder for steelworkers than Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, but he will work in a
bipartisan way, as he is now, to help us
deal with this issue at the appropriate
time.

One of the things with which I dis-
agree with my colleagues, as they have
presented this issue, is that there has
been this moving target of rationale
for why we should be asked to drill in
the Arctic wildlife refuge. We have
heard on the other hand that those of
us who oppose it somehow oppose job
creation or we are in favor of high gas-
oline prices or we oppose energy inde-
pendence or we support electricity
brownouts, blackouts, that we oppose
Israel, that we support Saddam Hus-
sein. There have been a series of in-
sinuations in the course of this argu-
ment that really don’t do proper serv-
ice to the merits of the argument or to
the good faith of most U.S. Senators.

It is interesting also that this mov-
ing target of support for this issue has
found different rationale at different
points of time. When California faced
an electricity crisis last year in Janu-
ary, we heard Senators come to the
floor and suggest that ANWR would
help solve that problem. We actually
had those arguments made. But only 1
percent of all of the electricity of Cali-
fornia comes from oil-based, oil-fired
electricity.

ANWR has nothing to do with it. The
Middle East has nothing to do with
California’s brownout problems or elec-
tricity problems. Then we heard when
heating oils spiked and gas prices
spiked, of course: ANWR is the answer.
But the Arctic Wildlife Refuge drilling
will not come online for about 7 to 10
years. When it does come online, it
doesn’t produce a sufficient amount of
oil under anybody’s scenario to have an
effect on the world price or world sup-
ply. So that argument simply doesn’t
stand scrutiny.

The Arctic Wildlife Refuge, at its
best offering, will not affect the price
of oil globally, and it cannot affect
America’s supply. Then, when we were
hit with a recession and layoffs, we
were told: the Arctic Wildlife Refuge is
the solution. It is going to produce
700,000 jobs. But now the very people
who made that study and talked about
those numbers of jobs have repudiated
that number and have acknowledged
that that number was based on a 12-
year-old study that had oil at the price
of $45 a barrel in the year 2000, and all
of us know it has been at about $25 or
less, and that provides a different eco-
nomic reality.

The truth is that one might be talk-
ing about somewhere in the vicinity of
50,000, 60,000, 100,000 jobs, which is the
number of jobs produced in the Amer-
ican economy in a 3-week period and
anytime we are doing what we were
doing in the period of 1997 to the year
2000. So this is really not even a jobs
program. In fact, the very people who
produced the faulty study acknowl-
edged that, until the year 2007, the Arc-
tic Wildlife Refuge doesn’t provide any
jobs at all—zero. That is according to
the American Petroleum Institute’s
funded study that is faulty—maybe it
was faulty to the wrong side, but they
suggested there would be zero jobs in

that period of time. So it is certainly
not an antidote to recession, to the
current economic problems we face.

Promise after promise after promise
about what it will do has been punc-
tured by the truth. Here is a truth with
which our colleagues on the other side
of the aisle can never adequately deal.
The truth is, even with the best, most
optimistic prognosis of what you might
get out of the Arctic Wildlife Refuge—
even with that, and all of the other oil
we possess in the United States of
America, we have a problem: God only
gave our country 3 percent of the
world’s oil reserves. The Middle East,
Saudi Arabia, the gulf states, all of the
countries from which we import, in-
cluding Iran and Iraq, which have been
the subject of much vilification, for
good reason, have the largest share of
the world’s oil reserves. Saudi Arabia
alone has 46 percent, compared to our 3
percent.

Here is the other truth they don’t
want to deal with: Every year, the
United States of America uses 25 per-
cent of the world’s reserves. Of the
available oil, 25 percent goes to Amer-
ica, even though we only have 3 per-
cent of the oil reserves. The simple
equation, the truth that they don’t
want to deal with, is that the United
States of America has an ultimate con-
frontation with its dependency on oil.

Oil is a finite resource. One day, it is
going to be used up. One day, we are
going to have to move to a different
form of transportation dependency.
The question to be asked of Americans
is: If we have to do it one day, and with
all these ills that are associated with
the dependency today, why don’t we
make the choice today to begin to de-
fine that dependency?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, on every
category with respect to independence,
this will not affect the independence of
the United States. We have to invent
the new technologies that provide the
new fuels for America. This will not af-
fect the price for America. This will
not liberate us from our dependency in
the Middle East. This will not bring
home one of America’s young men or
women who are in harm’s way as a con-
sequence of opening the Arctic Wildlife
Refuge. What it will do is destroy for-
ever this precious resource, designated
as a pristine wilderness, that can never
be returned to that state, which has
been cherished by Republican Presi-
dents, Democratic Presidents, Repub-
lican administrations, Democratic ad-
ministrations, and by all Americans for
all of these years. Let’s not vote today
to give that up when there is a better
set of choices for our country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,

how much time is remaining on this
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 14 minutes 20 seconds.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield 4 minutes
to my friend from Wyoming.

I would like to put up a picture that
shows a producing well from the Don
Edwards Bay National Wildlife Refuge
out of San Francisco, CA. It is a wild-
life refuge, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Alaska. I served with
him on the Energy Committee for some
time when he was chairman. I served
closely with him in this idea of doing
something to develop an energy policy
in this country. I want to speak very
briefly about our need for a balanced
energy policy.

Obviously, we are on ANWR here, of
course, which is part of that total pol-
icy. That has been and should be the
emphasis. It is only part of the policy,
but a very important part of it. I am
amazed at the opponents who talk
about how we face these problems in
the future, and we need to do some-
thing about it and refuse to move for-
ward on one of the things we can most
reasonably do.

I come from a State where we have a
good deal of production, where we have
a great deal of public lands. I can tell
you that multiple use of those lands is
one of the things we really believe in
and can do and have proven can be
done.

The lands I am talking about in Wyo-
ming are really a little different from
the ones in Alaska. I have visited
there, and I can tell you that we can
use those in multiple use. We can con-
tinue to have the uses that are there.
We can use it for energy.

It has been years since we have
moved on an energy policy—years. It is
time we do that, and it is time we do a
balanced bill that has in it one of the
things that are most clearly needed,
and that is domestic production. I am
amazed that particularly my friends
from New England, who use most of the
energy in this country and don’t
produce any, are very concerned about
the fact that we are trying to use mul-
tiple use ideas in the rest of the coun-
try where we can help provide these
kinds of resources. There is nothing
more important. What is more impor-
tant than our energy?

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. THOMAS. No. I think the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has had ample
time to discuss this issue.

One of the things we need to do is
take a real look at this, of course.
ANWR was set aside for future explo-
ration, no question about that. ANWR,
obviously, will reduce our dependence
on foreign oil. We are nearly 60-percent
dependent on foreign oil in an unstable
world such as we have now. ANWR is
the largest onshore prospect for oil and

gas. That is clear. It is clearly there.
ANWR would require the toughest en-
vironmental standards ever imposed on
energy production, and that goes back
to this idea of having multiple use, to
be able to do it with this 2,000-acre
footprint and, at the same time, pre-
serve that environment. We can do
that. It creates jobs, of course, for the
whole country and for Alaska, for the
Native Americans who live there. It
gives us a more affordable and reliable
energy. That is the basis.

Many of us have been working on en-
ergy for a very long time. We need to
have that reliable source. We are going
to look for new ways, and we will find
new ways.

I remember going to a meeting in
Casper years ago, and someone, I think
from Europe, said we would never run
out of the fuel, and we will. We don’t
know. We need oil, and we need domes-
tic oil.

Mr. President, I am not going to take
more time. We have had thousands of
people come here—veterans, Jewish
folks, labor unions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. THOMAS. They are very aware of
what we need to do. I urge we do it, in-
cluding drilling in ANWR.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time? The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
believe I have 5 minutes to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, this debate about the
proposal to drill for oil in the Arctic
Refuge has been simmering for a long
time, and it has finally been joined in
this Chamber over the last 2 days.

It has been a good, spirited debate. I
have great respect for those who are
proponents of drilling, particularly my
two colleagues and friends from Alas-
ka. I never question their sincerity. We
have a good-faith difference point of
view.

Let me try, if I can, for a few mo-
ments to summarize what I believe are
our arguments against drilling and
then talk about where I hope we go
after we have voted on these cloture
motions.

First, we are talking about 5 percent
of the North Slope in Alaska. Ninety-
five percent is now open for oil explo-
ration and development. A lot of it is
happening now. A lot of it is planned.
This 5 percent is the heart of a thriv-
ing, beautiful ecosystem described by
someone as the American Serengeti.

The question is, Do we want to dis-
rupt it, develop on it, some would say
destroy its natural state—I would say
that—for the oil that we could get out
of it? And would that development for
oil affect the health of that beautiful
part of Alaska?

I contend and we have contended in
this debate that the development of the
refuge as proposed in the pending

amendments would irreversibly dam-
age this natural treasure. The U.S. Ge-
ological Survey recently produced a 78-
page report encapsulating 12 years of
research which, in my opinion, con-
cludes that very fact of irreversible
damage to this natural treasure.

For what? As we have said over and
over, maybe oil coming out of there in
10 years and how much, will it break
our dependence on foreign oil? By the
Energy Department’s own estimate, in
2020, if we allow drilling for oil in the
Arctic Refuge, our dependence on for-
eign oil would drop from 62 percent to
60 percent, still painfully dependent.
The only way to break our dependence
on foreign oil is to break our depend-
ence on oil and develop new home-
grown sources of energy and conserve.

Second, what effect would the drill-
ing have on prices? We are all worried
about gas prices going up now. The de-
velopment of the refuge for oil would
do nothing to affect oil and gas prices.
Drilling would have no impact, even
under the inflated estimates for petro-
leum potential that are cited by the
proponents of the amendment because
the price of oil is determined on the
world market no matter from where it
comes.

As we approach these votes, I am
confident that the cloture motions will
not succeed. I thank my colleagues for
listening to the debate and moving in
this direction which I think reflects
the opinions of the American people.
The question is, What do we do then? I
hope we will set aside this divisive
amendment and join around the under-
lying bill which does offer progress, a
balanced energy plan for America, in-
cluding some development within our
American sovereignty, our land, but
also has the kind of incentives we need
for new technologies and conservation,
which is the only way for this great
Nation to remain great and not depend-
ent on foreign sources of oil.

I say to my colleague from Wyoming
that we in New England actually be-
lieve we do contribute to the energy
supply. My guess is about 50 percent of
the energy in the New England States
comes from nuclear powerplants right
in our region. I know in Connecticut,
we have two plants functioning. Forty-
five percent of our electricity comes
from those plants. More hopefully, New
England has become a center for tech-
nology development using the bril-
liance of American ingenuity and inno-
vation and capitalism to create new
sources of energy.

One of our great companies, United
Technologies, is investing hundreds of
millions of dollars in fuel cell tech-
nology—clean, efficient, and ours.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I ask unanimous
consent for 30 seconds more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
Nearly 100 years ago, President Teddy
Roosevelt, a great American, great
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conservationist, great Republican—this
really is not a partisan issue—said that
the conservation of our natural re-
sources and their proper use constitute
the fundamental problem which
underlies almost every other problem
of national life.

It is a century later, but there is still
a lot of wisdom in T.R.’s statement. I
hope we will heed it, defeat these mo-
tions for cloture, and then move on to
work together side by side for the kind
of balanced progressive energy pro-
gram that is in the underlying bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair
and yield the floor.
∑ Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise
in strong opposition to the Murkowski
amendment, which calls for oil drilling
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
My opposition is based, primarily, on
the critical importance of protecting
this special part of the world. But my
objection is also based on my view that
this proposal represents a fundamental
endorsement of a skewed and mis-
guided energy policy.

ANWR is a unique and pristine area.
It is the only unbroken continuum of
arctic and subarctic ecosystems on the
planet. It is home to a wide variety of
plants and animals, including 135 bird
species. It is the central area for the
huge Porcupine caribou herd. It is
home to polar bears, wolves, grizzly
bears, muskoxen, and wolverines.

And there is no doubt that drilling
there would despoil the area. It would
risk and potentially harm wildlife. And
it would destroy ANWR’s unique char-
acter as wilderness, regardless of
whether that is an applicable legal
term or not.

So there is a very serious downside to
drilling.

So what is the upside? Why are we
even thinking about despoiling a place
that so many Americans want us to
protect? What’s the risk-reward
quotient?

We have heard several arguments
here on the Senate floor. But they just
don’t hold up. Notwithstanding claims
to the contrary, ANWR oil won’t create
735,000 jobs. It won’t give an assurance
of a reduction in the price of oil, cer-
tainly not anytime soon. And it surely
won’t make us energy independent,
lowering our import needs only mar-
ginally.

The fact is, there is just not all that
much oil in ANWR. Based on estimates
from the U.S. Geological Survey, it is
likely to have little more than 6
months’ worth of capacity relative to 1
year of U.S. demand. The oil wouldn’t
even begin to be available for at least
10 years. And it wouldn’t reach peak
production for 20 years.

According to a recent Department of
Energy study, even at its peak, total
oil production from ANWR would be
800,000 barrels a day. That is only about
0.7 percent of global production.

Who are we kidding here? Is it really
worth risking such a treasured space

for the prospect of increasing global
production by 0.7 percent in 20 years?

I, for one, don’t think so.
Now, let me address the issue of jobs.
Yesterday, drilling proponents

claimed that drilling in ANWR could
create 735,000 jobs. That’s a significant
number. But it just doesn’t hold up.
The estimate comes from a study con-
ducted for the American Petroleum In-
stitute more than 10 years ago. And it’s
fundamentally flawed.

For example, the study assumed that
peak ANWR production would be 3.5
percent of world supply. Yet, as I have
discussed, the real level, based on gov-
ernment estimates, is less than 1 per-
cent.

The study also badly overestimated
the world price of oil. It forecasted
that the world price of oil would be
$46.86 per barrel by 2015, and that price
was a driver of the jobs estimate. But
when the authors of the study issued a
similar forecast recently, they forecast
a price of $25.12, a huge difference.

Because of these and other mistakes,
the study relied on by ANWR pro-
ponents simply has no credibility. And
nobody should be fooled by it.

I would point out, that if we want to
create jobs, there are much better ways
to do that while promoting energy
independence. For example, there is no
reason why America can’t lead in next-
generation energy technologies the
way we have in information technology
and biotechnology. Renewables and
fuel cells will be growth industries, and
the United States ought to get out
front and then export those tech-
nologies to the world. That, to me,
sounds like a better job creation strat-
egy then drilling in ANWR.

Another argument made by drilling
proponents is that drilling in ANWR
would reduce the price of world oil. But
the oil market is a global market. And
it is dominated by players far larger
than the United States. We have only 3
percent of the world’s oil reserves.

As I mentioned earlier, ANWR’s peak
production would amount to less than 1
percent of world production. And it’s
just not realistic to claim that this
will have more than negligible impact
on the world oil price.

Why? Because it’s a huge global mar-
ket, one that currently has about 7
million barrels a day of excess capacity
in the system today.

So a modest decrease in supply, such
as the recent disruptions in Iraqi and
Venezuelan supplies, can be made up by
other producers.

And this process can just as easily
work in reverse. Any increase in world
oil supply resulting from bringing
ANWR on line could simply be offset by
decreases in production elsewhere in
the world.

Aggregate supply and demand condi-
tions in the global market will set the
marginal price, and the prices will be
determined by the cumulative deci-
sions of individual producers. The
United States simply cannot control
the price of oil in the world market, be-

cause we don’t control the aggregate
supply. And drilling in ANWR is not
going to change that.

That leads me to the next topic I
want to address, national security.

We’re now importing about 57 per-
cent of the oil we consume. According
to the Department of Energy, if we
don’t drill in ANWR, we’ll be importing
62 percent of our oil by 2020.

If we do drill in ANWR, the Depart-
ment of Energy estimates that imports
would be reduced to 60 percent of U.S.
consumption in 2020. That’s only a 2-
percent decrease in import share re-
sulting from peak ANWR production.

How can anyone pretend that this
will make a difference in our national
security? It just won’t. That 2-percent
differential, when it finally comes,
simply won’t matter.

As I said earlier, the oil market is a
world market. No nation or company
has a monopoly on supply. So the rel-
atively small amount, in a global con-
text, that ANWR could produce could
easily be offset by decreased produc-
tion elsewhere.

So we are going to be just as vulner-
able to price shocks in 2020 if we drill
in ANWR as if we don’t.

Rather than pretending that ANWR
is the answer to our energy security
needs, we ought to take steps that can
have a real impact. And the most effec-
tive step we can take is to reduce con-
sumption. Unfortunately, we have al-
ready voted down a CAFE increase, and
I think that was a big mistake. But if
we are serious about reducing our de-
pendence on foreign oil, we simply
have to deal with demand.

Another thing we should do is diver-
sify our sources of oil. And to a large
extent, we have already done that.
Only 13 percent of the oil we consume
comes from the Middle East. The rest
is produced here, and in places like
Canada, Mexico, the United Kingdom,
and Norway.

These particular producers are our
closest allies. Are we really supposed
to believe that importing oil from
these countries is a threat to our na-
tional security?

Having said that, I recognize that the
Middle East does contain the lion’s
share of the world’s oil reserves. And
political turmoil there has clear impli-
cations for the world oil market, as
does instability in Latin America. But
getting a relative trickle of oil from
Alaska 10–20 years from now won’t
make the problems in the Middle East
magically disappear, or change the sup-
ply of oil enough to impact the price of
oil. Instead, we need to engage now and
work consistently to bring a lasting
peace to the region. Until instability is
eliminated, our national security will
always be at risk from turmoil in the
Middle East. That is an issue that is
much larger than oil.

Finally, I wanted to take a moment
to briefly discuss energy policy more
broadly. As many have said, we need an
energy policy that is balanced. But
that balance needs to be weighted to-
ward the future, not the past.
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That means that our first priority

should be to create incentives and
standards that encourage the develop-
ment of next-generation energy tech-
nologies. I am talking about tech-
nologies like wind, solar, and fuel cells.

Second, we should set tougher energy
efficiently standards for appliances,
buildings, and vehicles so that we can
grow our economy while we use less en-
ergy.

And third, we should increase our do-
mestic supplies of fossil fuels in an en-
vironmentally responsible way so we
can continue to power our economy as
we transition to new technologies and
energy sources.

In my view, ANWR doesn’t fit any-
where in this framework, certainly not
as the centerpiece. And it just doesn’t
make sense as a matter of macroenergy
policy.

I think the American people believe
that we should leave ANWR alone.
That is certainly the sentiment in New
Jersey. I have received letters from
more than 9,000 New Jerseyans urging
me to oppose drilling in ANWR, that’s
more than I received on any other
topic in my 16 months as a Senator.

The people who wrote to me about
ANWR aren’t ‘‘radical environmental-
ists,’’ as some drilling proponents have
suggested. They’re ordinary Americans
who believe that ANWR is one of those
special places that should be preserved
in its natural state. And they are con-
vinced, like I am, that drilling might
well cause unacceptable environmental
damage.

In conclusion, we know that drilling
in ANWR will harm the Arctic wilder-
ness. And the economic and national
security benefits just aren’t there. So I
will vote against cloture, and I urge
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I believe
that a comprehensive energy plan is
absolutely critical security and eco-
nomic well-being of this nation. A na-
tional energy policy needs to balance
our growing demand for energy with
conservation and supply. I believe that
this balance should include the use of
sustainable, renewable energy sources
along with continued responsible devel-
opment of traditional fuels including
limited, environmentally-sensitive ex-
ploration in a small fraction of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
ANWR. Energy exploration in ANWR
has become a very contentious and
highly polarized issue. I would like to
take this opportunity and talk frankly
about energy exploration in this area
and dispel some of the many myths as-
sociated with this issue.

An overwhelming majority of the
Arctic Refuge is protected from energy
development. In fact, 92 percent of the
refuge is not eligible for development
at all. However, more than 20 years
ago, Congress set aside 8 percent of
ANWR—1.5 million acres of the Ref-
uge—for possible energy exploration. In
1980, under the Alaska National Inter-
est Lands Conservation Act, Congress
expanded ANWR to 19 million acres,

and designated 8 million acres as wil-
derness area. Under this act, the des-
ignated wilderness area cannot be con-
sidered for development.

However, the current debate regard-
ing drilling in ANWR surrounds the 1.5
million acres—outlined in Section 1002
of the act—that was set aside by Con-
gress for further study into the devel-
opment of mineral resources. Under
Section 1002, Congress called upon the
Department of Interior to conduct a
study on the biological resources and
oil and gas potential of the 1.5 million
acre coastal plain. This study, com-
monly called the 1002 Report or the
Final Legislative Environmental Im-
pact Study, was released in 1987 and
recommended full leasing of the coast-
al plain. The Section 1002 area has al-
ways been a potential site for mineral
recovery, and is not, as has been ex-
pressed by some, part of a wilderness
designation.

It is true that Section 1002 makes up
at most 8 percent of the total refuge or
1.5 million acres. However, this number
is misleading. In reality, the entire 1.5
million acres would not be developed.
Current estimates place the total acre-
age of development at far less than a
million acres. In fact, HR. 4, the House-
passed energy bill, and the current
Senate amendment contain provisions
to limit development to 2,000 acres or
0.01 percent of the refuge. Our oppo-
nents say that the ‘‘2000 acres’’ grossly
underestimates the infrastructure re-
quired to support energy development,
that it merely describes the exact im-
print of the core facilities, and does not
include the area encompassed by those
facilities, nor any of the supporting in-
frastructure. However, the nature of
the facilities covered by the House bill
and the exact shape of the 2000 acres
was not specified. I believe that the
amendment offered by Senator MUR-
KOWSKI better clarifies the scope of de-
velopment for these 2000 acres.

The use of new technologies will fur-
ther limit the foot print of develop-
ment. Thanks to our nation’s inge-
nuity and technological advances, the
footprints of energy development infra-
structure are drastically reduced. Pro-
duction of oil is safer and cleaner than
ever before. Smaller gravel pads, ad-
vances in horizontal drilling, the re-in-
jection of drilling wastes, and ice
roads, all decrease the ‘‘footprint’’ of
development. Furthermore, several
new technologies have increased the
success rate of exploratory wells from
about 10 percent to as much as 50 per-
cent. Such technologies include: 3–D
seismic imaging, 4–D time lapse imag-
ing, ground-penetrating radar, and en-
hanced computer processing. The
greater percentage of successful wells,
the fewer number of pads and the lower
the exploration costs. Our experiences
at Prudhoe Bay are testament to our
technological successes. If Prudhoe
Bay were built today, the footprint
would only be 1,526 acres, 64 percent
smaller than it is today.

But no matter how minimal the in-
trusion, opponents argue that any de-

velopment will permanently degrade
the sense of pristine wilderness found
in the refuge. While most of the refuge
has little sign of human encroachment,
the coastal plain is home to the
Inupiat tribe and their village of
Kaktovik. Additionally, the nearby
Distant Early Warning line (DEWline)
for missile detection, the remnants of
former or uncompleted DEWline instal-
lations, a garbage dump, and a runway
are scattered in or near the 1002 area.

Typically, development of mineral
resources is often extremely controver-
sial in neighboring state and local
communities. That is not true in this
case. A majority of Alaskans, 75 per-
cent, the entire Alaskan delegation,
and the closest Native American tribe
support energy development in ANWR.
These constituencies all see ANWR as a
tool for supporting a modern economy
to meet such basic human needs as
health care and education.

More specifically, the Inupiat tribe
supports development. This tribe lives
on 92,000 acres of privately held land
within ANWR, and inhabits the only
village within the 1002 area. According
to Tara Sweeney, an Inupiat, ‘‘We be-
lieve that responsible development of
this area is our fundamental human
right to self-determination.’’ She goes
on to say, ‘‘When oil was discovered in
our region in the late 1960s we were
fearful of development. . . . Over thirty
years later we have changed our opin-
ion. Development has not adversely im-
pacted our ancient traditions or our
food supply. The caribou population
. . . has thrived.’’

Opponents argue that the Gwich’in
tribe is strongly opposed to drilling in
ANWR. The Gwich’in Tribe depends
upon the Porcupine Caribou for food
and reveres its calving area and rit-
uals. According to some, developing
ANWR is effectively raping and pil-
laging the land of one of the last great
traditional tribes. However, the often
quoted Gwich’in Tribe in fact lives over
100 miles away, on the other side of the
mountains. The Gwich’in are not and
never have been—indigenous to the
North Slope. On the other hand, the
Inupiat, who live within the 1002 area,
support development and feel strongly
that it will improve their way of life. It
is my firm belief that the people of
Alaska, the people who live closest to
the refuge, should be allowed to deter-
mine their future and the future of
ANWR. These people see that develop-
ment of ANWR will lead to both a
healthy economy and a healthy envi-
ronment.

Opponents also raise concern about
animals, such as the polar bears and
the Porcupine Caribou, which reside in
and around the 1002 area. Some believe
that drilling would endanger both pop-
ulations. For polar bears, the concerns
have focused on how modern winter
technology will affect winter dens and
if pregnant polar bears denning on the
coastal plain would be affected. Despite
these concerns, the record is clear.
Over the past 20 years, the population
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of polar bears has remained exceed-
ingly healthy. In fact, over ninety per-
cent of Alaska’s 2,000 polar bears den in
the offshore pack ice and would not be
affected by onshore development along
the Arctic coastal plain.

Ill-founded concerns regarding the
welfare of caribou have been raised
during the discovery of oil at Prudhoe
Bay. Yet, following the development of
Prudhoe, the herd seemed to adapt, and
even prosper. In 1969, when oil was first
discovered in the region, the Central
Arctic caribou herd was estimated at
3,000 animals. Today, the same herd
has grown to almost 20,000 animals.
The herd is healthy and continues to
calve and nurse their young alongside
the oil field operations. Opponents sug-
gest the following: that the Porcupine
Caribou cannot be compared to the
Central Arctic herd; that the narrower
coastal plain off the 1002 area results in
a smaller calving area than Prudhoe;
that the pictures of caribou on drilling
pads and near pipelines are misleading;
that the encroachment of development
facilities will force the animals into
the more dangerous foothills; and fur-
thermore, that Porcupine Caribou is
sacred to the Gwich’in tribe.

While a few of these concerns may be
valid, empirical evidence suggests that
the Porcupine Caribou population is ro-
bust, nearly 130,000 stronger, compared
to the present Central Arctic Herd,
only 20,000. Therefore, I am confident
that development of a few thousand
acres of the coastal plain will not harm
the far stronger 130,000 member Arctic
Porcupine Caribou herd which inhabits
the Arctic Refuge. This is not to say
that impacts on animals—even in the
slightest and most unexpected form—
are not possible. Should such impacts
become apparent, the federal govern-
ment may establish special protections
for impacted animals, such as wilder-
ness designation, delayed exploration,
or a special regulatory regime.

On a larger scale, development of
ANWR could reduce America’s depend-
ence on foreign oil. Currently, the
United States imports 57 percent of our
oil supply. By 2020, experts project that
this country could be importing up to
65 percent of our oil supply. This reli-
ance on foreign oil jeopardizes our na-
tional security and makes our economy
susceptible to the frequent and recur-
ring crises that occur around the
world. As we have experienced over the
last few weeks, we can not afford to
rely on rogue nations like Iraq for oil,
a resource vital to the economy and se-
curity of our country. Dependence on
foreign sources of oil holds Americans
hostage, by exposing the United States
to every crisis within every nation we
depend on for oil. For instance, over
the last few weeks, we have witnessed
turmoil within Venezuela that resulted
in reduction of Venezuelan oil being
shipped to the United States. Prior to
this crisis, Venezuela was the third
largest supplier of oil to the U.S. If this
crisis continues, Americans could suf-
fer price increases at the gas pump, the

grocery store, and in their heating bills
this winter.

However, if this country is allowed to
move forward with development in the
1002 area, and we are again faced with
oil embargoes, war, or further terrorist
attacks, it will be possible to mitigate
those hardships, by increasing our reli-
ance on domestic production from
Alaska’s North Slope.

The fields in ANWR are the best bet
for significant oil finds in the United
States. Assuming 9.4 billion barrels are
economically recoverable at a world
market price of $24 per barrel, develop-
ment of ANWR’s oil fields would be
roughly 1.4 million barrels per day. By
2015, projected U.S. oil imports will be
15.25 million barrels per day and petro-
leum use is estimated at 24.26 million
barrels per day. This would mean that
peak production in the 1002 area could
reduce U.S. imports by a significant 9
percent by 2015.

As our technologies advance, more
and more of the oil present in the 1002
area will become technically recover-
able. Should the prices of oil signifi-
cantly increase over time, more oil
from ANWR will become economically
recoverable. The amount of economi-
cally recoverable oil estimated in the
1002 area is comparable to the giant
field at Prudhoe Bay, now estimated to
have held 11–13 billion barrels.

Opponents insist that drilling in
ANWR will not alleviate our depend-
ence on foreign oil. They assume that
ANWR’s oil will be sold to the highest
bidder and therefore can just as easily
be sold abroad as sold domestically.
The amendment currently being de-
bated in the Senate would limit the ex-
portation of oil from ANWR to Israel
alone. In addition, H.R. 4 contains a
provision which prohibits the expor-
tation of oil under a lease in the 1002
area, as a condition of the lease.

Development of ANWR’s resources
could bring jobs to every state in the
union. Further development of the
North Slope is expected to create be-
tween 60,000 and 735,000 new jobs, de-
pending on the amount of oil found, the
price of oil, and the unemployment
rate at the time of development. For
this reason, the International Brother-
hood of Teamsters and several other
labor unions have spoken out publicly
in support of ANWR development. Ac-
cording to James P. Hoffa, Teamsters
general president, ‘‘Working families
are about to be caught between a reces-
sion and a deepening energy crisis. By
tapping into petroleum resources in
Alaska, we can create jobs and sta-
bilize our economy by lessening our de-
pendence on foreign oil.’’

Revenues from any recovered re-
source will be split between the Fed-
eral Government and the State of Alas-
ka. According to the Alaska Statehood
Act and the Mineral Leasing Act, Alas-
ka should be treated like any other
State where revenues are split 90/10, in
favor of the State. However, Congress
could, as they have in HR. 4, establish
a different arrangement, where the rev-

enue sharing formula is 50/50. Federal
revenues would be enhanced by billions
of dollars from bonus bids, lease rent-
als, royalties and taxes. Estimates in
1995 on bonus bids alone were $2.6 bil-
lion. The Inupiat tribe sees develop-
ment as a good move for their economy
too, since they are only allowed to de-
velop their subsurface mineral re-
sources, if the Federal Government de-
velops the 1002 area.

Opponents argue that a six month
supply of oil hardly seems worth de-
stroying America’s Serengeti. How-
ever, the ‘‘6-month’’ argument is mis-
leading. This figure assumes that all
U.S. consumption will be met by
ANWR, that we will not produce any
oil domestically, and that we will not
import any oil whatsoever. This is ac-
tually an impossible scenario. All of
the oil in the 1002 area can not be re-
moved within a 6-month time frame.
Furthermore, it would be impossible to
move that much oil via the Trans-Alas-
kan Pipeline during such a short time
frame. A much more realistic scenario
is to say that there is enough oil in the
1002 area to curtail all imports from
Iraq over the lifetime of the 1002 oil-
fields.

Drilling in ANWR will not alleviate
an immediate energy crisis or solve
any of our immediate needs. Depending
on the time it takes to navigate
through the permitting process, full
scale production in the 1002 area is
likely to take 7–12 years. However, de-
velopment in the 1002 area will help to
mitigate future problems stemming
from a reliance on foreign oil and a
shortage of domestic energy sources.

We need a comprehensive energy pol-
icy which, while developing conven-
tional resources, also includes energy
conservation and research into renew-
able power generation. There are many
very promising renewable energy
sources currently being researched and
developed. However, it will likely take
at least a decade to bring renewable
technologies into the market place. I
feel it is important that as we pursue
new and innovative technologies, we
continue to develop our conventional
fuels to guarantee a vibrant economy,
jobs, and our national security.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise in opposition to
amendment No. 3132 to the energy bill
allowing for the opening of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge to oil explo-
ration and development. My decision to
oppose this amendment was not made
lightly. It was made after much
thought and deliberation and after
carefully reviewing all of the informa-
tion available.

I think it is important to put today’s
debate in context with the 1980 decision
by Congress to set aside the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. In 1980, just be-
fore the election of Ronald Reagan,
this country was in the middle of eco-
nomic disaster, the Carter ‘‘malaise.’’
Our Nation was just exiting a terrible
energy crisis; we were suffering from
stagflation; the Middle East was in cri-
sis with Americans being held hostage



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2884 April 18, 2002
in Iran; and gas prices, adjusted for
2002 dollars, were well over $2 per gal-
lon. Yet it was in that atmosphere that
the United States Senate established,
by a 78–14 vote, the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge and prohibited drilling
in the refuge. That strong bipartisan
decision was supported by the over-
whelming majority of both Republicans
and Democrats, conservative and lib-
eral, including many of both parties
who are still in the Senate today. I be-
lieve that was the right decision then,
and I believe the Senate should main-
tain its support for protecting this
wildlife refuge.

My support for the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge is nothing new. In fact,
in 1990, I was a cosponsor of legislation
in the House of Representatives to des-
ignate the wildlife refuge as wilderness
in order to ensure protection from oil
and gas exploration. I believed then, as
I do now, this area represents one of
our last complete and unspoiled arctic
ecosystems in the world. It is a very
special place deserving protection.
While I have been a supporter for ex-
ploration of many areas of this coun-
try, in fact some areas that arctic
drilling proponents have opposed, I be-
lieve it is a different case to drill and
develop in a designated wildlife refuge
that was set aside because of its wilder-
ness qualities by Congress.

I would like to quickly address the
provisions in the amendment that
limit the exploration and development
infrastructure to 2,000 acres. I think
that there are misconceptions about
what these provisions actually do. This
provision reads, ‘‘the maximum
amount of surface acreage covered by
production and support facilities, in-
cluding airstrips and any areas covered
by gravel berms or piers for support of
pipelines, does not exceed 2,000 acres on
the Coastal Plain.’’ Supporters of this
amendment believe that this provision
will limit production to just 2,000 acres
of the coastal plain, an area about the
size of a large airport.

What needs to be kept in mind, is
that the oil reserves in ANWR are not
found in a concentrated area. They are
spread out over the coastal plain in
various pockets that differ in size. Pro-
duction activities will not be limited
to just one section of the coastal plain.
Oil rigs, pipelines and other facilities
will be spread throughout the area, re-
sulting in a spider-web effect of infra-
structure than could cover much of the
coastal plain. This is especially true
since pipelines are not included in the
amendment, just the support beams.
To put this all in perspective, the in-
frastructure associated with existing
oil development on the North Slope has
a ‘‘footprint,’’ as defined in this amend-
ment, of 12,000-acres, but in reality
covers an area of more than 640,000
acres, or 1,000 square miles. It is safe to
assume that in this amendment the so-
called 2,000 acre limitation in ANWR
would likely impact an area over 50
times that size.

This Nation must have a comprehen-
sive energy strategy that ensures a re-

liable, environmentally friendly, safe
and economic supply of energy. I ap-
plaud President Bush for his commit-
ment and I am proud to be a strong
supporter of nearly all of his plan. I
have been a long advocate of incentives
for next generation vehicles and alter-
native fuels. These are vehicles that
will not only provide clean transpor-
tation, but will dramatically reduce
our oil dependency. I have also intro-
duced legislation providing incentives
for the construction of energy efficient
buildings. However, I do not believe
that allowing oil development in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is the
right answer.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the Arctic national
Wildlife Refuge or ANWR. As my good
friend and colleague from Alaska Sen-
ator STEVENS has outlined, oil and gas
exploration in ANWR is not a new
issue. In fact, it is an issue that was
contemplated when Congress expanded
the boundaries of the Arctic national
Wildlife Refuge in 1980, by requiring
the Department of Interior to prepare a
detailed study on the Coastal Plain
area and recommend how it should be
managed.

The Department of Interior’s study
recommended that the entire area be
made available for oil and gas leasing,
describing it as ‘‘the most outstanding
petroleum exploration target in the on-
shore United States.’’ Despite this rec-
ommendation, no action has been
taken an ANWR the intervening years
except for the 1996 Budget Reauthoriza-
tion Act authorizing the opening of
ANWR which was retold by President
Clinton.

I understand that there is a push and
pull between those who believe we
should strive to achieve energy inde-
pendence by drilling in ANWR and
those who feel that we should protect
the environment and preserve ANWR.
But, I believe that we can do both. We
have come a long way since the very
first oil fields were drilled. Today we
have the ability, the technology and
the know-how to drill in ANWR and
protect and preserve the environment.

What is more, we are not proposing
to drill in the entire Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge as one might assume
when they listen to our debate. In fact,
this amendment will only allow for
drilling on 2,000 acres of the total 19
million acres that encompasses the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

The events of September 11th have
made it glaringly obvious that the
time has come for the United States
Congress to step up to the plate and
take an active interest and an active
role in securing our nation’s energy fu-
ture. We can no longer sit on the side
lines and assume that wind energy,
solar panels, and battery packs are
going to advance our Nation’s energy
interest. No matter how many tax
credits we force on alternative fuels or
how much money we devote to research
into these technologies, the fact re-
mains that our country is increasingly
dependent on foreign sources of oil.

The reality of the situation is that
our Nation is more reliant on foreign
sources of oil today than it was during
World War II. This despite CAFE stand-
ards and other investments in alter-
native fuel vehicles. The Energy Infor-
mation Administration estimates that
in the next 20 years America’s demand
for oil is projected to increase by 33
percent. Yet as consumption increases,
U.S. production continues to decrease.
I think that is a frightening fact and I
believe that we must address it by in-
creasing domestic production. If this
means that we need to drill in ANWR,
then we must drill in ANWR.

Today, foreign imports supply 60 per-
cent of our Nation’s consumption. This
dependence makes us vulnerable. It is
not in our national interest to con-
tinue to be beholden to volatile foreign
countries for our energy needs.

This country needs a rational energy
policy. And we need a national energy
policy that includes new sources of pro-
duction so that we have access to our
own energy supplies. Without our own
energy supplies, this country will con-
tinue its increasing dependence on
volatile foreign sources that could be
terminated at any moment.

We cannot continue to put more and
more power in the hands of foreign sup-
pliers, foreign countries. ANWR has
the potential to produce over one mil-
lion barrels of oil a day. One million
barrels a day is enough to replace the
volume that we currently import from
Saudi Arabia or Iraq for more than 25
years.

Energy independence should be our
long-term goal. But reducing our reli-
ance on foreign energy sources should
be our short-term goal. This country
needs a balanced national energy pol-
icy that encompasses these goals. We
need an energy policy that protects the
environment, increases the efficient
and effective use of renewables, encour-
ages diversification of generating ca-
pacity AND most importantly, in-
creases our domestic production.
ANWR presents the United States with
enormous potential for increasing do-
mestic production. I think that we
would be fools to pass up such an im-
portant opportunity for our Nation.

I encourage my colleagues to join
with me in supporting this amendment
to allow oil and gas exploration in
ANWR.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in my
22 years in the Senate, there has not
been a more heavily lobbied issue than
ANWR and there has not been a tough-
er vote. It is especially difficult be-
cause of my commitment to protecting
the environment for future genera-
tions, including my own grandchildren,
as evidenced by my strong environ-
mental voting record.

After extensive deliberation, I have
decided to vote for cloture, to cut off
debate, for a composite of reasons: 1.
The United States needs to become
independent of OPEC oil; 2. this modi-
fied legislation greatly reduces the en-
vironmental impact; 3. Federal funds
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from ANWR would cover legacy retiree
health costs for steel workers to allow
for re-structuring to save the American
steel industry and tens of thousands of
jobs, including thousands for Penn-
sylvanians.

Many steps must be taken to free the
U.S. from dependence on OPEC oil. To
rely on the Saudis, let alone Iraq and
Iran, is to court disaster. Our reliance
on Arab oil has broad-ranging implica-
tions on our policy in the Mid-East in-
cluding our support for Israel.

In this bill, I have voted for a signifi-
cant increase in renewables to generate
more energy from wind, the sun, bio-
mass, hydropower and geothermal
sources. I have supported expanded tax
credits for clean coal and conservation
measures including increasing mileage
requirements for motor vehicles.

While I would prefer not to open
ANWR to drilling if we could become
independent of OPEC oil without it, I
have visited ANWR and believe that
significant steps have been taken to re-
duce the incursion, such as a reduced
footprint through multi-directional
drilling, ice roads and winter season
drilling.

This legislation also allows for the
use of funds from ANWR to cover so-
called legacy costs for retired steel
workers which would enable re-struc-
turing of the domestic industry which
is vital for national security. More
than thirty steel companies have filed
for bankruptcy in the past few years
and tens of thousands of steel workers
have lost their jobs. The recently im-
posed tariffs on imported steel gives
the industry a three-year period for re-
structuring with consolidation of many
potentially failing companies into a
company which could compete with
foreign steel producers. That consolida-
tion could not take place if the acquir-
ing company has to assume the legacy
costs. Federal funds derived from
ANWR would be used to cover such leg-
acy costs and permit consolidation.

Another consideration in my vote to
invoke cloture is my view that the
Senate should not require 60 votes for
passage, a super majority, unless there
is a great principle at issue, such as
civil rights or civil liberties. Regret-
tably, a practice has evolved in the
Senate to require cloture or 60 votes to
pass legislation which is contrary to
the fundamental principle, that in a de-
mocracy, decisions should be made by a
majority.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I
express my opposition to drilling in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. I op-
pose drilling in the Arctic Refuge be-
cause it is both poor energy policy and
poor environmental policy.

A sound energy policy is critical to
our Nation’s security. The United
States is currently 56 percent depend-
ent on foreign oil. By 2020, this number
could rise to 70 percent. At that time,
over 64 percent of the world’s oil ex-
ports will come from Persian Gulf na-
tions, a prospect that causes me great
concern.

In light of our increasing dependence
on a profoundly undependable source of
oil, we must ask ourselves what course
do we now chart for our Nation’s en-
ergy policy? Should we rush to deplete
our last major reserve of oil, or should
we increase conservation and develop
alternative technologies that will
allow our children to enjoy a better
quality of life?

President Teddy Roosevelt once said:
‘‘I recognize the right and duty of this
generation to develop and use our nat-
ural resources, but I do not recognize
the right to waste them, or to rob by
wasteful use, the generations that
come after us.’’

Americans have a right to develop
our energy resources, but not to waste
them. We could do far more to reduce
our reliance on foreign oil by increas-
ing the efficiency of our automobiles
than by drilling in the Arctic. Drilling
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
today would be akin to wasting re-
sources that should rightfully be there
for future generations. We must em-
brace an ethic of stewardship of our
most treasured national resources.

Instead of rushing to deplete what is
likely the last major oil reserve in the
United States, we should instead pro-
mote energy efficiency and develop al-
ternative technologies. Doing so will
not only make more of an immediate
difference than drilling in the Arctic,
but it will also ensure that we leave
our children with ample energy sup-
plies and a broader array of energy op-
tions.

We can achieve greater and more im-
mediate energy security by increasing
our energy efficiency. According to tes-
timony heard before the Senate Gov-
ernment Affairs Committee, the United
States could cut our dangerous reli-
ance on foreign oil by more than 50 per-
cent by increasing energy efficiency by
2.2 percent per year. This would do far
more to reduce our reliance on foreign
oil than would drilling in ANWR, and
the benefits could start almost imme-
diately, not in 10 years. I note that the
United States has a tremendous record
of increasing energy efficiency when
we put our minds to it: following the
1979 OPEC energy shock, the United
States increased its energy efficiency
by 3.2 percent per year for several
years. With today’s improvements in
technology, 2.2 percent is attainable.

I am disappointed that the Senate
last month failed to adopt higher auto-
mobile fuel economy standards. The
Senate had the chance to save more
than twice as much oil as is in the Arc-
tic Refuge by simply increasing fuel
economy standards. That proposal,
which I cosponsored, would have saved
consumers billions of dollars in annual
gasoline bills while doing more to re-
duce our reliance on foreign oil than
any other single measure.

It was Republican President Dwight
Eisenhower who first set aside the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. In his
parting words from the Oval Office,
President Eisenhower told the Nation:

‘‘As we peer into society’s future, . . .
[we] must avoid the impulse to live
only for today, plundering for our own
ease and convenience, the precious re-
sources of tomorrow.’’ Although the
Arctic Refuge may seem to some to be
the easiest and most convenient source
of oil available, drilling in the Arctic
Refuge will not solve our energy prob-
lems. I urge my colleagues to increase
our energy efficiency, develop alter-
native energy sources, and preserve our
precious Arctic resources so that our
children will have the freedom to make
their own choice concerning this vast
wilderness reserve.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to speak about today’s vote to end
debate on the two pending amendments
to authorize oil and gas development in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

In past years, I have voted in support
of exploring development options in
ANWR as part of budget reconciliation
measures. I believed that was the right
vote. I was not an expert on the issue
and I believed that further deliberation
was warranted.

Unfortunately, the information pre-
sented to us consistently reveals wide-
ly varying predictions of actual oil po-
tential and economic benefits, as well
as various scenarios of possible impacts
on wildlife and the environment. Even
government studies are not conclusive
and raise more questions than they an-
swer. The various interpretations have
already been debated by each side, and
I need not rehash them now.

However, several factors are clear to
me.

Oil and gas could be recovered from
ANWR many years from now, but not
without considerable costs to tax-
payers.

Most scientific analyses conclude
that both the land and wildlife would
adversely be impacted by development.

The two Alaska Native communities
most impacted by this debate are split
in their positions on this issue.

Even if ANWR were authorized for
development, we would still rely on im-
ported oil supplies and require other
sources of energy development and gen-
eration.

I, too, am concerned about our Na-
tion’s dependence on foreign oil sup-
plies. Unless we act in some com-
prehensive manner on several fronts,
including conservation measures and
greater use of nuclear and other forms
of alternative energy generation, our
current dependence on foreign oil could
increase from 56 percent to 70 percent
in less than 20 years.

With respect to taking truly effective
action to reduce our oil dependence, re-
grettably the Senate rejected a more
effective measure to modestly increase
fuel efficiency standards, a proposal
that would substantially decrease our
Nation’s dependence on foreign oil and
also reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Had we adopted an increase of fuel effi-
ciency standards to 36 mpg average by
2013, we could have potentially saved
2.5 million barrels of oil per day by 2020
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which is about equal to present im-
ports from the Persian Gulf. This pru-
dent conservation measure would also
save twice as much, if not more, oil
than what is in ANWR.

Opening the refuge could only meet
about 2 to 5 percent of the Nation’s oil
needs, at best. Even some oil company
executives have expressed doubts about
drilling in ANWR, as stated by one:
‘‘Big oil companies go where there are
substantial fields and where they can
produce oil economically . . . does
ANWR have that? Who knows?’’

Let me also say that the answer to
threats posed by the regime of Saddam
Hussein is not to drill in ANWR but to
end his regime sooner rather than
later. Drilling in ANWR will not re-
move the clear and present danger
posed by Hussein and will not stop in
any way whatsoever his weapons of
mass destruction program or for that
matter his ‘‘inspiring and financing a
culture of political murder and suicide
bombing,’’ as Defense Secretary Rums-
feld so aptly described his lawless and
murderous behavior.

I also wish to comment briefly about
the second-degree amendment offered
to the underlying ANWR amendment
to divert a majority of revenues de-
rived from oil and gas development to
retirement and other benefits for the
steel industry.

I am not against our steel workers.
They helped build our Nation and are
among the hardest working people in
America. But to underwrite their re-
tirement in a transparent effort to at-
tract more votes is very bad policy.
What do we say to all the other work-
ers who are also suffering during eco-
nomic hard times? Are we going to say,
‘‘sorry, but giving royalties to folks in
your industry won’t get us the votes we
need to pass our bill’’?

Miners, teachers, construction labor-
ers, and many other hard-working
Americans have seen their jobs, bene-
fits, and pensions endangered by the re-
cent hard economic times. Yet, they
would not benefit from this proposal.
Nor would our veterans, who
undoubtably could use more help pay-
ing for their medical bills. These last-
minute tactics are not a credit to this
deliberative body and only serve to in-
crease the public’s skepticism of gov-
ernment.

America will need oil for the foresee-
able future. What gives this generation
the right to deplete this vital resource
when we have the opportunity to pre-
serve it for the benefit of future gen-
erations? At the end of our day, we
still have prudent alternatives to
ANWR to meet our energy demands
and we should aggressively pursue
them. A more acute energy need than
our own in the future may require de-
velopment, where assurances of im-
proved technology may better protect
the environment. With other viable en-
ergy options available to us today, to
approve ANWR drilling would be a
dereliction of our duty to posterity.

Teddy Roosevelt, the champion of
conservation, once said: ‘‘Conservation

means development as much as it does
protection. I recognize the right and
duty of this generation to develop and
use the natural resources of our land;
but I do not recognize the right to
waste them, or rob, by wasteful use,
the generations that come after us.’’

I have thought long and hard about
this debate and the vote that I will
cast. I still hope we can achieve a more
balanced national energy strategy, but
I am not convinced that a key compo-
nent of that policy should be to drill in
ANWR. I will vote against the motions
to invoke cloture on these amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska controls 10 minutes.
The Senator from New Mexico has 141⁄2
minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
informed Senator DASCHLE wishes to
speak and is going to be coming to the
floor in a few minutes to do that. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, is
time running off the side of the major-
ity at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is run-
ning off the time of the majority.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. We are playing
games here, Mr. President, so I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
will take a few minutes at this time,
and I would appreciate the Chair re-
minding me when half my time is up.
My understanding is that is in 5 min-
utes.

I want to show a chart. We had the
Senator from California talk a little
bit about refuges. This happens to be a
producing well in a refuge in Cali-
fornia. It is near San Francisco. The
point is, there are refuges in many
States, as additional charts will show.

Be that as it may, I am not going to
belabor that point because there are a
few other issues on which we need to
reflect.

Today we are seeing headlines:
‘‘Summer Gasoline Prices Again Head-
ed Higher.’’

We also see information coming at us
from the Mideast relative to the crisis,

and Saddam Hussein advises that oil is
going to be used as a weapon.

Oil as a weapon. We remember the
last time we saw a weapon in this
country, it was an aircraft being used
as a weapon—two aircraft, three air-
craft. There was the Pentagon, there
was the New York Twin Towers, and
there was the terrible crash in Penn-
sylvania.

This is as a consequence, to some de-
gree, of our continued reliance on im-
ported oil. We have heard a lot on the
other side relative to ANWR and what
it would contribute. Let me identify
for the record—and this is from the En-
ergy Institute—crude oil imports rel-
ative to the annual report for the year
2002. Opening ANWR would reduce oil
dependence from 66 percent in 2020 to 62
percent by 2024; 58 percent by 2020 in a
high case. So we have a low case, a
mean, and a high.

The significance is what it does rel-
ative to domestic production. Assum-
ing the USGS mean case for oil in
ANWR, there would be an increase of
domestic production by 13.9 percent;
assuming a higher case for oil—and
this is USGS figures—25 percent of
total domestic production, an in-
crease—well, the increase is clearly
substantial.

I think what a lot of people have for-
gotten in this debate is what we are de-
bating. This second degree amendment,
of course, provides funding for the reju-
venation of the American steel indus-
try, with the proceeds from ANWR. But
for a moment, let us reflect on the fact
that passing the underlying amend-
ment does not automatically open
ANWR. In this amendment, we have
given the President the authority to
open ANWR. The President has to cer-
tify to Congress that the exploration,
development, and production of the oil
and gas resources in the ANWR Coastal
Plain are in the U.S. national, eco-
nomic, and security interests. I think
we should trust our President to make
that decision. Clearly, at a time when
the Mideast is in an inferno and we are
58 percent dependent, we should trust
our President to make this decision.

Further, there is a 2,000-acre limita-
tion on surface disturbance. That is in
the House bill. There is an export ban,
with the exception of exports to Israel.
Under the Israeli oil supply agreement,
we are extending it through the year
2014. There are 1.5 million acres of wil-
derness in ANWR, in exchange for
opening approximately the 1.5 million
acres of the Coastal Plain. We believe
that is a responsible exchange.

We talk about a process. This is what
I find totally unacceptable. One might
say we were defeated before we even
started on this project. Why? Well, be-
cause the majority leader basically
pulled away from the committee of ju-
risdiction the process of developing out
of that committee an orderly transi-
tion and development of a bill that
could be brought to the floor and voted
on by 50 votes.

We had 50 votes. We were victorious,
and the Democratic leader knew it, but
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he pulled the bill from the Energy
Committee and put us in a position of
having to come up with 60 votes, and
that is where we are today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I guess one could
say when we had control of the Senate
the last time, 55 to 45 in 1995, we passed
ANWR. President Clinton vetoed it.
Now it is a different story in the Sen-
ate. We have 50/49/1. That is the reality
associated with this issue.

The final point I want to make rel-
ative to the majority leader and his
handling of this bill is one that I think
bears consideration by all Members of
this body. He said, even if we get 60
votes, we are not going to get ANWR
because he will pull the energy bill.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Who yields time?
The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator

ROCKEFELLER was scheduled to speak.
Of his time, which is 10 minutes, we
yield 3 minutes to the manager of the
bill, Senator BINGAMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will
summarize some points we have made
several times before. I think this de-
bate has been useful in that all the ar-
guments have been heard extensively. I
do think it is an important issue.

I commend the Senators from Alaska
for their efforts to move ahead. I do
not favor going ahead with opening
ANWR to drilling, and I think this is a
debate which has continued, frankly,
for decades in this Senate and in this
country.

My own view is the long-term energy
needs of our country can be best met
with a balanced, comprehensive bill,
which we are trying hard to enact and
perfect in the Senate, that encourages
domestic production in ways that are
not environmentally objectionable to a
substantial portion of our population. I
mentioned those.

There are substantial opportunities
for us to increase production on the
North Slope of Alaska. There are sub-
stantial opportunities for us to in-
crease production in the Rocky Moun-
tain region, and I know that is going to
be objectionable to some people, but we
have a lot of production in my State. I
think there are opportunities for addi-
tional production. There is a lot of op-
portunity for increased production in
the gulf that we can benefit from sub-
stantially.

In addition to that domestic produc-
tion, though, we need to have a heavy
emphasis on increased efficiency.
There is no reason we cannot use the
new technology that has been devel-
oped to reduce dependence on foreign
sources of oil. I regret some of the ear-
lier votes we have had on this bill in
that regard. I will not revisit that
right now, but I will say there are op-
portunities for us to pursue an enlight-

ened policy that positions us better in
the future with regard to our energy
needs. Meeting those needs and opening
ANWR to drilling is not a necessary
part of that.

I do not support it as an environ-
mental policy, and I do not support it
as part of this energy bill. We will have
a good opportunity to express views on
that in these upcoming two votes, and
Members know exactly what the issues
are. There is no mystery about that.

With regard to the first of the votes
we are going to cast, it is complicated
by the fact that we have had loaded in
there provisions relating to the steel
industry and the legacy issues related
to the steel industry. I have said be-
fore, and I reiterate, this is not the
right place to deal with those issues. I
support trying to find a solution to
those problems, but this is not the
right place to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?
Mr. REID. How much time is remain-

ing now on the majority side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-

utes is available to the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. REID. That time is yielded to the
Senator from West Virginia, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
want to read one paragraph of a letter
from the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica which was given to me last night. It
says:

The United Steelworkers of America sup-
port you—

That happens to be me——
now and will continue to support you as you
go forward to explore every avenue for the
passage of this vital legislation [the legacy
costs for health care].

In the last 2 weeks, despite every effort,
the White House and the Republican leader-
ship in the House and Senate refused to
grant the ironclad assurances necessary to
go forward with legacy costs legislation as
part of the energy bill. In fact, the inaction
of the White House and the Republican lead-
ership shows a total lack of concern for the
600,000 steelworkers who have or are about to
lose their retiree health care.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
Pittsburgh, PA, April 17, 2002.

Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV,
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: I want to

thank you for your continuing efforts to ob-
tain a retiree health care program that will
address the needs of hundreds of thousands
of Steelworker retirees. The United Steel-
workers of America support you now and
will continue to support you as you go for-
ward to explore every avenue for the passage
of this vital legislation.

In the last two weeks, despite every effort,
the White House and the Republican leader-

ship in the House and Senate refused to
grant the ironclad assurances necessary to
go forward with legacy costs legislation as
part of the Energy bill. In fact, the inaction
of the White House and the Republican lead-
ership shows a total lack of concern for the
600,000 steelworkers who have, or are about
to lose, their retiree health care.

Without your consent or the support of the
United Steelworkers of America, the Repub-
lican leadership has attached the legacy
costs legislation to an amendment that
would open Alaska to new oil exploration
and production. The United Steelworkers of
America oppose this action. The issue of
ANWR stands alone. This is not the way to
obtain legacy costs relief.

What the Steelworkers do support is the
legacy costs legislation that you will intro-
duce today, co-sponsored by Senator Specter
of Pennsylvania.

In the coming weeks, we will work with
you and other Senators on both sides of the
aisle in order to build a broad-based grass-
roots campaign to ensure the speedy enact-
ment of legacy costs relief. We urge the Re-
publican leadership not to call for a vote on
the Stevens’ Amendment. Our members, and
in particular our 600,000 retirees, their de-
pendents and surviving spouses, deserve seri-
ous consideration of this problem, not polit-
ical exploitation.

Sincerely,
LEO W. GERARD,

International President.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
have consistently, over the years,
voted against drilling in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge area. I will op-
pose both the Murkowski and the Ste-
vens amendments. As a refuge, ANWR
is protected land, intended to ensure
the national diversity of wildlife, to
ensure quality in water and conserva-
tion, and to provide subsistence living
for Native Americans who have lived in
that region for many generations.

The Coastal Plain within the refuge
is targeted by some, as we well know,
for oil exploration while only 8 percent
of this refuge, the plain, is home to a
wide variety of wildlife, including polar
bears, caribou, and 100 species of birds.

ANWR is likely to produce, at best, 2
percent of America’s oil demand in a
given year if the oil, in fact, is there.
Extracting it, if it is there, will be ex-
tremely costly. According to the Con-
gressional Research Service, ANWR
would not under any circumstances
start producing oil for at least 7 years,
or perhaps as many as 12 years.

The limited amount of oil and the
problems extracting it make it clear
we should not risk opening the refuge,
which is the last 5 percent of Alaska’s
vast North Slope that remains pro-
tected. There are other, better ways to
promote domestic oil production and
other more effective ways to deal with
our country’s energy needs.

In addition to opening ANWR to oil
exploration, Senator STEVENS—who in
my work with him acted in total honor
and integrity, which is part and parcel
of his nature—adds a provision that ap-
pears to provide health care benefits to
retired steelworkers and also coal min-
ers. They relate to ANWR. He links the
two. If that were a real possibility, it
would be very hard to resist for some-
body like me, who has been fighting for
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steelworkers who have been going
downhill.

However, no matter how genuine the
Senator from Alaska is—and he is—he
has been unable to secure any kind of
support for either himself, myself, or
anybody else from the White House
that it would support it through the
conference committee. Remember, the
House has passed this bill. ANWR is in
it; there is no steel. Therefore, no mat-
ter what we do, it has to go to con-
ference. The whole problem is they
would then drop legacy costs for steel
and coal miners and keep ANWR, and
that would be easy, unless, of course,
the White House committed and the
House committed not to do so. Senator
STEVENS asked for that kind of com-
mitment and was given no such com-
mitment whatsoever. That leaves an
empty promise.

It basically says: Vote for me on
what I want and when your turn comes,
I will consider what you want. In addi-
tion, the White House said they would
not even consider sending a letter of
any sort until they had 60 votes on
ANWR. That is the same thing as say-
ing: Give us 60 votes; we will write you
some kind of a letter, and steel will get
dropped in conference.

No. No. I represent West Virginia, as
well as the United States of America
and steelworkers and other people ev-
erywhere. I am not a part of anything
of that sort. I will not and cannot sup-
port the effort of the Senator from
Alaska to add steel retiree legacy costs
to the ANWR amendment, although I
am very sympathetic with what his
predicament is. It is the same predica-
ment I face. I have great respect for
the Senator. His amendment offers
nothing to steelworkers across this Na-
tion, through no fault of his own.

The American steel industry and re-
tired steelworkers were struggling in
the face of an unprecedented steel cri-
sis. They deserve help from their Gov-
ernment and need help. The steel in-
dustry is not a casual industry. It is no
less strong in its meaning to America
than the oil industry, but nobody
seems to care about the steel industry.
Not that many States produce steel,
and half the Senators from those
States do not care. It is a discouraging
situation.

The steelworkers deserve straight
talk about what the administration is
prepared to do to help them, not polit-
ical gain. There are nearly 100,000 steel-
workers without health care benefits
today. Most are former LTV workers
who lost their benefits less than 8
months ago. Some are workers of
American steel companies that went
bankrupt waiting for the President to
act on section 201, which was the mat-
ter of tariffs for unfair trade practices.
There are hundreds of thousands of
steelworkers whose health benefits are
in imminent jeopardy without some
help. There is an urgent need for legis-
lation to restore the health benefits
and to protect the steelworker health
benefits that are at risk.

I want my colleagues to know for
months and months I have tried in
every way I possibly could to try to get
the White House to have some sense of
empathy for this situation. They did
the tariffs. All that did was buy time.
It did nothing for the steel industry.
You have to have legacy followed by
consolidation. Without consolidation,
there is no steel industry. Without leg-
acy there is no consolidation. It has to
be tariffs, legacy, consolidation. They
said no to legacy.

Don Evans, Secretary of Commerce,
was on one of the Sunday shows. He
said: That is up to the Congress to
pass.

Well, there is a Republican House, a
one-vote organizing majority in the
Senate, and a Republican White House.
What do you think that says? We are
not interested.

It is, unfortunately, the steel indus-
try that is not a priority for this ad-
ministration. I am disappointed but
not surprised. I am disappointed. I am
bitter about it. I will be back about it.
I will be back on this because I rep-
resent steelworkers.

There has never been a single soli-
tary indication that this administra-
tion would support the concept of leg-
acy relief. The President’s refusal to
make a commitment to retired steel-
workers at this point sends a very
chilling message to every steelworker,
every steel company in the United
States of America that this White
House simply does not care about the
long-term well-being of the steel indus-
try. I don’t know how I can reach any
other conclusion. I tried to work with
them, but there could be no other con-
clusion.

For our own industrial manufac-
turing base, of which steelworkers are
14 percent in West Virginia, for our na-
tional security interests, we all have a
vested interest in doing something
about steel. I conclude by saying,
again, please do not be fooled by the
linking of drilling and legacy costs.
This amendment is misleading. There
will be legislation introduced in this
body that will represent a meaningful
way to protect steel retiree benefits,
but this is not the vehicle. Drilling in
and of itself is wrong.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
both the Stevens amendment and the
Murkowski amendment.

I thank the Presiding Officer. I yield
the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask how much
time remains on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska controls 4 minutes
and the other side controls 8 seconds.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
how much time remains on the side of
the majority?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has no time remaining.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, obvi-
ously, I have the availability of leader
time, but in the interest of moving
these votes along, it is important we
try to stay as close to schedule as we
can.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we
have now been debating how best to re-
shape our Nation’s energy policy for 24
days.

Time and again, we have heard our
Republican colleagues say that opening
Alaska’s arctic wilderness is the cor-
nerstone of their energy policy.

Time and again, we have said, if that
is the case, then offer an amendment to
that effect.

Time and again, they declined.
I am mystified as to why it has taken

us so long to get to this point, but now
that we are here, I want to talk about
the substance of this amendment, be-
cause I support policies that will en-
courage domestic production of oil and
gas.

I also believe that we need a com-
prehensive and balanced energy policy
that will help to meet our Nation’s
critical energy needs.

But, given the fact that drilling in
the Arctic Refuge won’t increase our
energy independence, but will have an
adverse impact on the wildlife refuge—
I believe that it does not belong as part
of our Nation’s energy policy.

America’s appetite for energy con-
tinues to grow each year. Over the next
10 years, the United States is expected
to consume roughly 1.5 trillion gallons
of gasoline. At the same time, the
United States holds only 3 percent of
the known world oil reserves.

Even if we drilled in everybody’s
back yard, we could never meet our
own demand with our own supply.

That is not to say that we shouldn’t
drill for oil and gas in the United
States—to the contrary, we can and we
should.

But we cannot simply drill our way
out of this problem, and we should not
be drilling in environmentally sen-
sitive areas.

Supporters of drilling in the Arctic
Refuge have used every possible oppor-
tunity to justify their position.

When we were experiencing rising oil
prices, supporters said it would make
oil available quickly and drive prices
down in the process.

But even if Congress were to author-
ize drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge today, we would not
see significant quantities of oil pro-
duced from the refuge for 8 years at the
earliest.

When our economy began to slow,
supporters began billing it as an eco-
nomic stimulus measure, saying it will
create 750,000 jobs.

Yet that number comes from an out-
dated and biased study commissioned
by the American Petroleum Institute.
Recent, more credible estimates by the
Congressional Research Service, the
Joint Economic Committee and others
suggest that less than one-tenth that
number would actually be created.

And now, as we see volatility in a
number of oil-producing nations, those
same supporters are saying that drill-
ing in ANWR is vital to increasing our
energy independence.

But estimates of the amount of oil
that might potentially be available if
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we drilled in the Arctic Refuge average
around 3.2 billion barrels.

Let me give you an important point
of comparison: if we all put replace-
ment tires on our cars that were as
good as the ones that came with the
cars when they were new, the resulting
increase in efficiency would save 5.4
billion gallons of oil—70 percent more
than the total amount of oil in the
Arctic Refuge.

Perhaps the most cynical attempt to
justify drilling in the arctic refuge was
the most recent. It was an attempt to
link drilling in ANWR to an issue that
many of my colleagues care about—the
issue of health and retirement benefits
for laid-off steelworkers.

All I can say is that I hope those who
proposed this addition to the ANWR
amendment remember their newfound
commitment to steelworkers when it
comes time for us to debate trade ad-
justment assistance.

The bottom line is this: anytime you
see a policy so desperately in search of
a justification, you can count on one of
two things—either it’s not that good a
policy, or it doesn’t have much sup-
port.

Drilling in ANWR falls into both cat-
egories.

And here’s why: right now, more than
95 percent of the Alaskan North Slope
is already open to oil and gas drilling.

I find it ironic that by focusing this
debate on ANWR, we are missing the
other opportunities to produce oil and
gas in Alaska that we should be en-
couraging.

The first amendment that we passed
to this bill authorizes the construction
of a pipeline to bring natural gas from
Alaska to the lower 48 States.

There are 35 trillion cubic feet of
known natural gas reserves on the
North Slope of Alaska.

There is more we can do to encourage
sensible production. We should explore
ways to pump the heavy crude oil that
remains in the ground in northern
Alaska.

And we should explore for oil and gas
in the National Petroleum Reserve in
Alaska—the area where the 3 largest
onshore oil reserves in the last 10 years
were found.

Faced with so little evidence that
drilling in the Arctic Refuge would do
anything significant to help our eco-
nomic situation or increase our energy
independence, some are now arguing
that at the very least it can be done
without harming the environment, or
without exploiting too much land.

But those arguments are flawed as
well.

For 12 years—over the course of a
Democratic and a Republican adminis-
tration—the U.S. Geological Survey
studied the impact that drilling in the
Arctic Refuge would have on the local
wildlife.

In March they came out with their
final report—and it couldn’t have been
more straightforward: the wildlife in
the region will be seriously hurt by oil
development.

Now, some Republicans are saying
that they will limit the operation to a
2,000 acre ‘‘footprint,’’ and the environ-
mental damage will be minimal.

Well, ‘‘footprint’’ is a misleading
term.

In reality, oil production on the
coastal plain area would require cen-
tral production facilities, drilling pads,
roads, airstrips, pipelines, water and
gravel sources, base camps, construc-
tion camps, storage pads, powerlines,
powerplants, and possibly a coastal
marine facility.

When you add those logistical neces-
sities to the fact that those 2,000 acres
doesn’t include an additional 93,000
acres of Native American land—you
begin to see how that 2,000 acre foot-
print could easily trample a substan-
tial amount of the coastal plain.

Finally, we need to recognize that
this debate is about more than just
drilling in the Arctic Refuge.

It is about whether we are willing to
recognize that decreasing our depend-
ence on foreign oil means decreasing
our dependence on oil, period.

It is about whether we choose to pur-
sue an energy future based upon the
old philosophy of dig, drill, and burn—
or whether we embrace innovative ap-
proaches to our energy future.

We need to expand production of re-
newable fuels, such as ethanol and bio-
diesel, develop cars and trucks that do
not run on gasoline, but on fuel cells or
other energy technologies that we can
produce here in the United States, and,
in the meantime, build more innova-
tive and efficient automobiles.

Let me give you just one example of
what the innovative new approach
could achieve:

If we had fully implemented the vehi-
cle fuel-efficiency provisions that were
originally in this bill—something that
could have been done without affecting
safety or performance—we would have
saved American drivers billions of dol-
lars—and saved our Nation the same
amount of oil we are currently import-
ing from the Persian Gulf.

Bold steps like that are the path to
energy independence—not backward
steps like this.

Most Americans will never have the
opportunity to visit the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge and see the
beauty and wonder of land that has
been largely untouched by humans
since the dawn of time.

It is a tribute to the best of America
that Americans still want to protect
that ecologically rich expanse.

It is a tribute to the best of America
that so many people today want to give
future generations the opportunity to
see that land as it once was, and al-
ways should be.

So I urge my colleagues to use these
votes to show that we have the cre-
ativity to meet our energy needs, and
the character to resist violating the
few natural sanctuaries that we have
set aside to protect in the process.

Let’s defeat these amendments. I
urge all my colleagues to vote against
cloture.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
yield myself the remaining time.

I want my colleagues to note there is
not one single thing in here that in-
creases domestic oil production in this
energy bill. I find that unconscionable
at a time when energy prices are in-
creasing. We face continued crisis in
the Middle East, and the intention of
Saddam Hussein is, in his words, ‘‘use
oil as a weapon.’’ We have seen that.

I am very pleased to stand with Sen-
ator STEVENS and recognize the sup-
port on this issue, from seafarers,
teamsters, ironworkers, laborers, oper-
ating engineers, plumbers, pipefitters
and many other unions in America
that recognize this legislation as good
for the American worker. A vote on the
second degree which Senator ROCKE-
FELLER just talked about is a vote for
America’s steel industry.

He didn’t talk about rejuvenating the
industry. This is money that could
come from opening ANWR, some $12
billion. It is unconscionable that they
are not giving serious consideration to
this because we are talking about pass-
ing a law; the conference is something
else. Finally, a vote for this amend-
ment is a vote for the Native people of
my State of Alaska. They were prom-
ised they would have access to their
lands. The underlying amendment
would give them that.

We talk about truth today. I am
going to close with one reference from
the New York Times.

A Democrat from the northeast who con-
siders himself a strong environmentalist also
said he once tried quietly to see if he could
broker a deal in which Democrats would
back limited exploration in the wildlife re-
serve and Republicans would support much
tougher fuel efficiency standards for cars and
trucks.

The Democrat said he quickly gave up
when it became apparent that the environ-
mental organizations would not budge in
their opposition to new drilling.

‘‘If you told the environmentalists we
would end global warming once and for all in
return for ANWR,’’ he said, ‘‘they’d still say
no.’’

The truth is, what is going on here is
simply the word ‘‘greed.’’ The so-called
environmentalists are not interested in
science; they are not interested in the
health of this planet; they are not in-
terested in the welfare of the people of
my State; they are interested in only
one thing—fundraising and keeping
their high-paid jobs.

They know that we can explore Alas-
ka safely; and that the wildlife will not
be hurt. But they know that if we win
ANWR, and we will, their chief fund-
raising tool goes away. That’s what
this entire debate is about—it is about
raising money and keeping jobs for
people who call themselves environ-
mentalists.

That is the bottom line. We could
pull this bill but the people of Alaska
are entitled to a vote and Members are
entitled to stand and be heard. They
are going to be held accountable, and
that is the way it should be.

I urge my colleagues to do what is
right, what is right for America, not
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what is right for America’s environ-
mental community that has lobbied
this issue hell-bent for election.

I yield the floor.
CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. Under the previous order,
the clerk will report the motion to in-
voke cloture.

The bill clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the Stevens
amendment No. 3133, regarding drilling in
ANWR:

Tom Daschle, Kent Conrad, Harry Reid,
Ben Nelson, Barbara Mikulski, Patty
Murray, Dianne Feinstein, Tim John-
son, Tom Carper, Jeff Bingaman, Byron
Dorgan, Richard Durbin, Mark Dayton,
Jay Rockefeller, Patrick Leahy, Jack
Reed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived. The question is,
Is it the sense of the Senate that de-
bate on the Stevens amendment, No.
3133, to amendment No. 3132 to S. 517, a
bill to authorize funding for the De-
partment of Energy to enhance its mis-
sion areas through technology transfer
and partnership for fiscal years 2002
through 2006 and for other purposes
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 36,

nays 64, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.]

YEAS—36

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Bond
Breaux
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cochran
Craig
Crapo

Domenici
Frist
Grassley
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Inhofe
Inouye
Landrieu
Lott
Lugar

McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Specter
Stevens
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—64

Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Brownback
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Graham
Gramm
Gregg
Harkin
Hollings
Hutchison
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln

McCain
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stabenow
Thomas
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CARNAHAN). On this vote, the yeas are
36, the nays are 64. Three-fifths of the
Senators duly chosen and sworn not
having voted in the affirmative, the
motion is rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 3133, WITHDRAWN

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
withdraw amendment No. 3133.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is
withdrawn.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, pursuant to rule
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate
the pending cloture motion, which the
clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate on the Mur-
kowski ANWR amendment No. 3132 to S. 517,
the Energy Bill:

Tim Johnson, Tom Carper, John Kerry,
Jeff Bingaman, Patrick Leahy, Tom
Harkin, Tom Daschle, Harry Reid, Hil-
lary Rodham Clinton, Max Cleland,
Maria Cantwell, Jack Reed, Ron
Wyden, Carl Levin, Patty Murray, Max
Baucus.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on the Murkowski
ANWR amendment No. 3132 to S. 517, a
bill to authorize funding the Depart-
ment of Energy to enhance its mission
areas through technology transfer and
partnerships for fiscal years 2002
through 2006, and for other purposes,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are required. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.]
YEAS—46

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Craig
Crapo
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi

Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Kyl
Landrieu
Lott
Lugar
McConnell

Miller
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—54

Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine

Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lincoln
McCain
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 54.
Three-fifths of the Senate duly chosen
and sworn not having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is rejected.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
call for regular order.

AMENDMENT NO. 3144 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2999

Mr. GRAMM. I send a second-degree
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator specify the amendment.

Mr. GRAMM. The Kerry-McCain
amendment is the pending business, as
I understand the regular order. I think
we have about 10 amendments that are
in the stack of regular order, but I
think it is at the top.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GRAMM. I send a second-degree
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], for
himself and Mr. KYL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3144 to amendment No. 2999.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make permanent the repeal of

the death tax)
Strike all beginning on page 2, line 1, and

insert the following:
SEC. . PERMANENT REPEAL OF DEATH TAXES.

Section 901 of the Economic Growth and
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘this Act’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘2010.’’ in subsection (a) and in-
serting ‘‘this Act (other than Title V) shall
not apply to taxable, plan, or limitation
years beginning after December 31, 2010.’’,
and

(2) by striking ‘‘, estates, gifts, and trans-
fers’’ in subsection (b).

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
called for the regular order, which
brought up the Kerry-McCain amend-
ment as the pending business. I have
sent a second-degree amendment to the
desk sponsored by myself and the Sen-
ator from Arizona, Mr. KYL. It is an
amendment that makes the repeal of
the death tax permanent.

I say to my colleagues this is a rev-
enue bill. This may very well be the
only revenue bill we have for the re-
mainder of this Congress. Perhaps
there may be others, but as of today
there is no guarantee that there will
be.
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The House is voting today to make

the tax cut permanent. Senator KYL
and I thought the Senate should have
an opportunity to have a vote on that
issue, and we decided if we were going
to try to focus on one part of the tax
cut, this would be the relevant part to
focus on. We now have a revenue meas-
ure before us, and therefore we believe
this is an opportunity for us to fix
something that is very broken.

I will not belabor the point because
our colleagues are very familiar with
it, but basically because of a quirk in
the Budget Act, we made the tax cut
temporary, and it expires in 10 years.
We could have made it permanent had
we had 60 votes, but we only had 58
votes. So we had to use a procedure
called reconciliation.

Under that procedure, the tax cut ex-
pires when the reconciliation expires,
which is in 10 years. This produces the
extraordinary anomaly that every year
for the next 10 years, the death tax—
that is the tax that is imposed on small
businesses, family farms, and the
wealth that people build up over their
lifetime by working, sacrificing, and
saving—will be reduced. Before we
passed the tax cut, when these people
died, their children often have to sell
the business or the family farm to give
the Government up to 55 cents out of
every dollar they have accumulated in
their lifetime.

We decided to repeal the death tax in
our tax cut, and we decided to phase it
out over a 10-year period. Yet because
of this anomaly in the budget law, if
you die 9 years from now, your family
does not have to sell your farm or busi-
ness, and your children get to keep
every penny of wealth you have accu-
mulated on which you paid taxes once
before. It will belong to them. But if
you die in the 10th year after the pas-
sage of the tax cut, the death tax re-
turns, and they will have to sell the
business, sell the farm, or sell your as-
sets, and give the Government up to 55
cents out of every dollar you have
earned in your lifetime.

Senator KYL and I believe that is
outrageous tax policy. We think it is
very unfair, and this is a tax measure
that is in the Senate on the very day
the House is moving to rectify this
problem by making the tax cut perma-
nent.

Therefore, I have sent this amend-
ment to the desk on behalf of Senator
KYL and myself. I hope my colleagues
will look very closely at it. I cannot
imagine we would want to let stand a
provision of law whereby we repeal the
death tax with great fanfare, we trum-
pet the fact that we had done away
with this evil and unfair tax, and yet 10
years from now it all comes back in its
full force, its full vengeance, and its
full negative impact on every business
and every farm in America. The
amendment which is now pending is
Senator KYL’s amendment, which I
have cosponsored, and I ask others who
want to cosponsor it to do so. The
amendment would make the repeal of

the death tax permanent. I thank my
colleagues for their indulgence. I ask
them to look at this amendment.

I think someone could always say,
this is an energy bill. Well, this bill is
many different things. It has literally
hundreds of different provisions that
are more or less related—and many are
less related—to energy. I do not know
anything that has more to do with en-
ergy than giving people an incentive to
work and save, with the knowledge
that when they build up a farm or a
business the Government is not going
to take it away from their children.
That unleashes the most powerful en-
ergy source in the universe, and that is
the energy that is in the soul of men
and women who want to better them-
selves and their family.

In my mind, this is the clearest en-
ergy provision in this bill if we adopt
it, and I commend it to my colleagues.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-

LER). The Senator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I appreciate

the remarks of the Senator from Texas
and would reiterate that this is really
a propitious time for us to deal with
this issue, for the following reasons:
The House of Representatives, as we
speak, is taking action to pass a bill
that would make permanent all of the
tax reform we enacted less than a year
ago. That includes the death tax re-
peal.

Second, we all recall what we did 4
days ago, on April 15, and I know at
that time there were a lot of calls by
friends on both sides of the aisle in
both bodies talking about how the tax
burden was too great for most Ameri-
cans and we wished we could do some-
thing about it. We now have an oppor-
tunity to do something about it, as
Senator GRAMM said.

Third, in his Saturday radio mes-
sage—and I know there are still a lot of
Americans who listen to the Presi-
dent’s radio message on Saturday
morning; I know I do—he explicitly
called for us to do what Senator
GRAMM and I are suggesting.

I read briefly from the remarks of
President Bush in his radio address on
Saturday morning:

One thing that is pretty interesting to note
is that some of these tax reforms are going
to expire at the end of ten years, or in 2011.
It is a quirk in the law. I think that doesn’t
make much sense. It is going to be hard to
plan your future. If you think all of a sudden
these things get kicked in full time and then
go away, they need to make these tax cuts
permanent. For the good of the working peo-
ple of America, for the good of families, for
the good of small businesses, for the good of
farmers and ranchers, we need to make the
tax relief plan permanent in the Tax Code.

President Bush was saying the re-
form the Congress passed, and he
signed about 10 months ago, is going to
expire now in 9 years, and if we really
meant it when we passed those re-
forms, we should make those reforms
permanent, especially the death tax.
The reason I say ‘‘especially the death
tax’’ is because people have to plan to

deal with the death tax. They have to
think ahead. If they don’t know what
the Tax Code is going to be when, say,
the head of the household dies, they
don’t know what to do to plan for it.

The tax relief we voted on gradually
reduces the death tax burden until the
10th year when it goes away alto-
gether. When the sunset expires, the
entire Tax Code, the way it was before,
comes back into play, and people are
then paying the death tax at a rate of
up to 55 percent, with an exemption of
only $675,000.

How do they plan? Are they going to
die in the year 2009, 2010, or 2011? It
makes a big difference in which year
they die. The irony is that one of the
major reasons for eliminating the
death tax was that they wouldn’t have
to spend the enormous amounts of
money they spend each year—to plan,
to buy the insurance, do the estate
planning, and all that goes with plan-
ning—to preserve as much of their es-
tate as possible.

We have found, and I have quoted the
statistics in the past, Americans spend
about the same amount of money each
year on lawyers and insurance compa-
nies planning their estates as other
Americans do in actually paying the
estate tax, just about the same amount
of money. It turns out to be a double
tax, except each year, every single
year, Americans spend $20 to $30 billion
on estate planning.

The President is saying: Since you
can’t plan because you don’t know
what the law is going to be, we have to
figure out what that is, and make it
permanent so that everybody knows
what the rules are and what they need
to plan against.

Obviously, we believe what the rules
should be is what the Congress decides
and what the President signed into
law, which is that the death tax should
be repealed, as it is in the year 2010.
That is what everybody was gearing to-
ward. That was the whole idea, get to
final repeal. That is what we voted for.
We want to give our colleagues the op-
portunity to make that repeal perma-
nent so people can plan for the future,
so they will know what the rules of the
road and the Tax Code are at the time
of death.

We could probably have picked some
other way to bring this to our col-
leagues, but the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer will recall the only way
we have had an opportunity so far to
bring this question before our col-
leagues is through a sense of the Sen-
ate. The distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer and many others were supportive of
that sense of the Senate, saying we
need to get on about the business of
doing this. We all agreed—not all, but
most Members agreed—with that.
There are very limited opportunities to
do that in the Senate. We have to have
a bill that has revenue factors in-
volved. This bill before the Senate now
has a feature from the Finance Com-
mittee that deals with revenue and
therefore it is one of the few opportuni-
ties—maybe the only opportunity,
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quite possibly the only opportunity—
we will have all year long to bring this
issue to the floor when it is germane to
the legislation pending.

There is some talk that on down the
road we may or may not have a pension
bill. If we did, and it got to the floor,
the issue would be germane to that, as
well, but that is very uncertain. There-
fore, Senator GRAMM and I believed the
best way to bring this issue before the
body in a way we could express our-
selves on this once and for all was
through the only vehicle that existed,
which is the vehicle of the Finance
Committee work on the energy bill.
That is why we do it at this time.

As I said before, there is a secondary
reason, and that is because most Amer-
icans are focused this week on having
paid their taxes, and at least for those
who are listening to what the Presi-
dent had to say, we are well aware of
the fact that the President wants to
make the tax cuts permanent. He espe-
cially mentioned the death tax.

Now, it is one thing to do this be-
cause the House of Representatives is
doing it this week and the President
has called for it, the other reason to do
it obviously is it is the right thing to
do. I will spend a few minutes talking
about that.

We knew when we debated a few
weeks ago, when we had the sense of
the Senate before the Senate, which
was, of course, adopted, that one of the
things on people’s minds at that time
was stimulating the economy, getting
the economy going, and making sure
the economic growth we were begin-
ning to see signs of—it is almost like
the flowers of spring coming up out of
the soil; we can see economic recovery
coming. But there is a question wheth-
er we can sustain that with oil prices
that are now probably going to in-
crease substantially. That could knock
out the economic recovery.

For our families back home thinking
about what they can afford this year
and whether it will be a good year eco-
nomically and whether they will save
their job, we need to do everything we
can to let them know we will work as
hard as we can to make sure the eco-
nomic recovery is sustained, they keep
their job, we keep oil prices as low as
possible, and all the rest.

We found during the previous debate
that pumping money back into the
economy, which occurs as a result of
the capital formation from repeal of
the death tax, is one of the surest ways
of creating jobs and maintaining this
economic expansion. There were sev-
eral experts who made that point in
one way or another. There are studies
that make the point.

One study talked about a $40 billion
stimulus to the economy from the re-
peal of the death tax. Let me refer to
some of these in order.

What Alan Greenspan said on this
issue is instructive. He was asked a
question during a hearing at the House
of Representatives: What’s your
thought on what we ought to be doing

here with regard to permanency—
meaning making the tax cuts perma-
nent? Chairman Greenspan’s reply
stresses the need for certainty in the
Tax Code, which is what I was talking
about. It is the key.

He said:
Whatever you do, Congresswoman, I think

it has to be clear where the longer term tax
structure in this area is. You cannot do es-
tate planning, as you point out, unless you
have a judgment as to what these numbers
are. And wherever the Congress comes out, I
think it is far more important that it come
out clearly and unequivocally and not have
an issue pending as to an issue which would
create a degree of uncertainty which could
make estate planning very difficult to imple-
ment.

Those are almost the exact words I
used before. I had forgotten Chairman
Greenspan expressed it in exactly this
way. However, that is the point. When
there is certainty, people know how to
plan, they know how to invest. As a re-
sult, the capital formation that our
economic recovery requires is available
for investment.

What Mr. Greenspan is saying is, this
is an area where this is most impor-
tant, where planning is most critical,
the area of the estate tax. We have to
have clarity. We have to have, as Mr.
Greenspan said, the code ‘‘come out
clearly and unequivocally,’’ with a de-
gree of certainty so that estate plan-
ning is not difficult to implement.

Mr. Greenspan testified in another
forum in response to a question from
one of our colleagues in the Senate. He
very clearly rejected the notion that
making the tax cut permanent would
complicate efforts to meet the Federal
Government’s long-term financial obli-
gations to Social Security and Medi-
care.

I read:
I don’t know of any economist who does

long-term forecasting and presumes that the
tax cuts will fall off a cliff at the end of the
period in which they are statutorily in place.
I don’t think it is an economic issue because
I don’t know anyone who seriously believes
the world works the way legislation stipu-
lates.

That is the end of the quote by Chair-
man Greenspan.

He is absolutely right. Nobody would
imagine that at the end of 10 years all
the work toward eliminating the estate
tax simply disappears and we go back
to the way it was in the year 2000. Who
would think that? My friends back
home, with whom I talked, to whom I
kind of came home and bragged about
repealing the estate tax, were very sur-
prised when I said: You understand
when I said repeal it, what it meant
was it was phased down to the 10th
year and then on the 11th year it comes
back again. They said: How could it be?

I had to explain to them the arcane—
I should not say arcane—the rule under
which the Senate operated to get this
adopted was the reconciliation proce-
dure. That has a 10-year limit to it.
That means whatever you do can only
have an effect of 10 years. That means
if you reform taxes and repeal a sec-

tion, at the end of 10 years, the 11th
year it goes right back the way it was
before.

That is not the way we should have
to do it. Unfortunately, it was the only
way to get the matter before the Sen-
ate at the time it was brought forward,
and it was the only way to get the
number of votes necessary to effect all
the reforms we wanted to adopt. So
there we are with a procedure that
Alan Greenspan says nobody would un-
derstand—but it is the reality, so at
the end of 10 years we are faced with
this absurd situation that the repeal
that we effected disappears and we are
right back where we started.

Mr. Greenspan is saying that is unac-
ceptable. We are saying that is unac-
ceptable. The President is saying it is
unacceptable. The House of Represent-
atives today is going to invoke saying
it is unacceptable. We have now an op-
portunity in this body to make sure
that unacceptable result does not con-
tinue, that we have an opportunity to
finally, once and for all, repeal the
death tax so people can get about their
planning, get about their business, and
we do not have this immoral tax hang-
ing around our heads.

Both the President and I have spoken
about this, and the Senator from Texas
has made the point as well, that not
only is this a bad tax in terms of what
it does to capital formation and eco-
nomics, but it is an unfair tax. I know
some of my colleagues on the other
side have made the point that we have
to find a way that rich people can pay
a tax on the unrealized gain. In other
words, if an asset is purchased, there
are a lot of folks who want to make
sure a tax is paid when that asset is fi-
nally disposed.

In the real world we call it a capital
gains tax. We say when you buy some-
thing, buy it at $100 and sell it at $500
and you do not do any improving on it,
then you have a gain of $400 and the
capital gains tax rate is going to apply
against that $400 gain when you decide
to sell the asset.

So you stop and think, I have this
piece of property that is worth $500. I
know if I sell it I am going to have to
pay a capital gains tax because I did
not pay that much for it at the begin-
ning; it has really appreciated in value.
Do I want to do that? And you make a
judgment in your mind to either sell it
or not sell it. You know what the tax
liability will be. You make an eco-
nomic decision.

With the death tax, it is totally dif-
ferent. There are two or three other ex-
amples in our Tax Code. You didn’t de-
cide to die or you didn’t decide for your
father to die. It happens. It is an unfor-
tunate circumstance, but it is not or
should not be a taxable circumstance.
The Tax Code should tax behavior. It
should tax action. It should tax deci-
sion.

In other words, when Americans de-
cide to do a certain thing that we have
said is taxable, we do it knowing what
the tax consequences are. The Tax
Code should not penalize you for dying.
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It should not tax you for the act of
having died or, to be more precise, it
should not tax your heirs because you
died. You didn’t intend it; they didn’t
intend it. But people say you should
still pay a tax or your heirs should pay
a tax on the unrealized gain from the
assets.

So what we did in constructing this
estate tax repeal was to say: You are
right. That unrealized gain will be
taxed. To be fair, we are not going to
let anybody off the hook. No asset is
going to be untaxed—even though, by
the way, in most cases this is the sec-
ond tax. The first tax was the income
tax that was paid and then this will be
the second tax on the investment in-
come, in effect. But in any event, in
order to make sure nobody would go
untaxed with the unrealized gains, in
effect we have not just repealed the es-
tate tax, we have substituted for the
estate tax a capital gains tax on those
assets, saying that if and when the
heirs ever decide to sell that property,
then and only then will they pay the
tax. It will not be the estate tax of 55
percent; it will be a capital gains tax
on the gains at the appropriate capital
gains rate, whatever that applicable
rate may be at that time.

We did one other thing. Today under
the Tax Code the minute you die your
property has a new value attributed to
it. It is not the value at the time you
purchased it but the value now at the
time you die, so the value is much
higher. If you were to sell that—let me
use an example. Let’s say a billionaire
in our country today dies and his
widow inherits all the assets. The very
next day that widow decides to sell
those assets. How much capital gains
tax does the widow pay? The answer is
none. The reason is that the value of
the estate is now the value at the day
of death. Technically, if she sold it im-
mediately it would be none. There
might be a little appreciation of a few
hours. But the point is, if she sold it
the next day there would be no capital
gains tax due because the value would
be increased to the value at the time of
the death rather than at the time ac-
quired.

What we say is it is going to be a cap-
ital gains tax based on the appreciation
of the original value of the property. If
it had been acquired 10 years earlier
and had a value of $100 and the value at
the time of death is $500, A, when the
property is sold, it is sold by the law-
yers, it is going to have a gain of $400,
but again the tax rate is the estate tax
rate, which is in some cases less than
half of the estate tax rate and, B, the
tax is only due if the heirs make an af-
firmative decision to sell the property
knowing what the tax consequences
will be.

That is fair. I certainly do not at-
tribute this to any of my colleagues,
but there are those on the outside who
like to demagog this issue. They like
to say this is just a rich man’s tax and
we are going to let all the rich people
in the world off because we are going to

repeal the tax that applies to them.
They are not telling you the truth. The
truth is, a tax will be due on those es-
tates, but it will be a tax due at the
time the assets are sold.

It is the same rule in the Tax Code
that applies to other situations in
which, by fate, in effect, something
happened to you and then you got in-
come as a result and you should not
have to pay income tax on that imme-
diately. It is the same thing that ap-
plies when something is stolen from
you and you are recompensed for the
theft. It is the same thing that applies
when you have property condemned
and the State pays you money.

It wasn’t your choice to have the
property condemned so you should not
have to pay tax on the money at that
time.

As a result, there are few provisions
of the Tax Code that recognize, where
there is involuntary behavior that re-
sulted in gain, or income, that people
ought to have the ability to defer the
tax on that until they want to sell the
asset and at that point in time the cap-
ital gains tax is the appropriate tax.

I hope my colleagues appreciate when
we talk about the repeal of the death
tax here, what we voted for and what
was signed into law is not a provision
that says those assets are never taxed.
It is a provision that says they are
taxed when the assets are sold by the
heirs at the capital gains tax rate.

I want my colleagues to understand
this because I think when we explain to
our constituents back home how we
voted on this, whether we voted to
make this tax cut permanent or not,
we also need to appreciate that we can
demonstrate what we have done is emi-
nently fair; that people shouldn’t have
to pay a tax at the involuntary time of
death. That is a most unfair thing to
do at the worst time in a family’s life,
that they should have to pay a tax on
the unrealized gains. But they should
do that as we do in the other parts of
the Tax Code when an economic deci-
sion is made based upon, among other
things, the tax consequences that per-
tain.

When we have an opportunity to vote
on this amendment, I hope my col-
leagues will consider the economic im-
provement that would result; the fact
that we will be following what the
President and House of Representatives
have in effect asked the Senate to do;
that we will be keeping faith with our
constituents whom we told we repealed
the tax and who now would want to
know that we did in fact do it perma-
nently; and that it wasn’t just a cha-
rade for a 1-year period of time in the
year 2001 and then go back to the way
it was before.

If my colleagues can appreciate those
points, I hope they will join us when we
have an opportunity to make this per-
manent, and join Senator GRAMM and
me in accomplishing that result.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, Members
on this side of the aisle have concerns

about the structure of the estate tax.
In fact, we voted to change it signifi-
cantly. I think the estate size thresh-
old could be even higher. We don’t
want small businesses to be hurt by
people who, upon death, have to lose a
family business or lose jobs in commu-
nities.

There is a lot we need to talk about.
But I think this is not the moment
given what we are discussing. It is per-
haps better that we save it for a dif-
ferent point in time.

My amendment, No. 2999, is the pend-
ing business. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 2999 is the pending question.

AMENDMENT NO. 2999, WITHDRAWN

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I with-
draw that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is
withdrawn.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken to the Senator from Texas. He has
indicated that during the course of the
debate on this matter he is going to
offer his amendment at a subsequent
time. I certainly appreciate that.

It is my understanding that the pend-
ing business is amendment No. 3008. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the regular order.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call for
the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

AMENDMENT NO. 3145 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3008

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3145 to
amendment No. 3008.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require that Federal agencies

use ethanol-blended gasoline and biodiesel-
blended diesel fuel in areas in which eth-
anol-blended gasoline and biodiesel-blend-
ed diesel fuel are available)
In lieu of the matter proposed to be added,

insert the following:
SEC. 8ll. FEDERAL AGENCY ETHANOL-BLEND-

ED GASOLINE AND BIODIESEL PUR-
CHASING REQUIREMENT.

Title III of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 is
amended by striking section 306 (42 U.S.C.
13215) and inserting the following:
‘‘SEC. 306. FEDERAL AGENCY ETHANOL-BLENDED

GASOLINE AND BIODIESEL PUR-
CHASING REQUIREMENT.

‘‘(a) ETHANOL-BLENDED GASOLINE.—The
head of each Federal agency shall ensure
that, in areas in which ethanol-blended gaso-
line is available at a competitive price, the
Federal agency purchases ethanol-blended
gasoline containing at least 10 percent eth-
anol (or the highest available percentage of
ethanol), rather than nonethanol-blended
gasoline, for use in vehicles used by the
agency.

‘‘(b) BIODIESEL.—
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‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF BIODIESEL.—In this sub-

section, the term ‘biodiesel’ has the meaning
given the term in section 312(f).

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT.—The head of each Fed-
eral agency shall ensure that the Federal
agency purchases, for use in fueling fleet ve-
hicles used by the Federal agency at the lo-
cation at which fleet vehicles of the Federal
agency are centrally fueled, in areas in
which biodiesel-blended diesel fuel is avail-
able at a competitive price—

‘‘(A) as of the date that is 5 years after the
date of enactment of this paragraph, bio-
diesel-blended diesel fuel that contains at
least 2 percent biodiesel, rather than
nonbiodiesel-blended diesel fuel; and

‘‘(B) as of the date that is 10 years after the
date of enactment of this paragraph, bio-
diesel-blended diesel fuel that contains at
least 20 percent biodiesel, rather than
nonbiodiesel-blended diesel fuel.

‘‘(c) EXEMPTION FOR MILITARY VEHICLES.—
This section does not apply to fuel used in
vehicles used for military purposes that the
Secretary of Defense certifies to the Sec-
retary must be exempt for national security
reasons.’’.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for edifi-
cation of the Senators, what the two
leaders have suggested we do is early
this afternoon move to border security.
There is a unanimous consent that has
been prepared. It is being circulated
now. We should be able to enter into
that agreement hopefully very soon.

In the meantime, I think the Senate
would be well advised to continue
working on the bill that is now before
us—the energy bill. There are a number
of amendments that have been cleared.

In a moment, the Senator from New
York will be here to speak on ethanol.
There are a number of amendments
dealing with that subject in this legis-
lation. Until the Senator from New
York returns, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
for the regular order and call up
amendment No. 3030.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. If the Senator will allow
me to make a suggestion?

Mr. SCHUMER. Please.
Mr. REID. The Senator should call up

his amendment, that it be the pending
business.

AMENDMENT NO. 3030, WITHDRAWN

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 3030.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I

withdraw this amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has that right.
The amendment is withdrawn.
Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr.

President.
Mr. President, I plan, along with sev-

eral of my colleagues, to discuss this

amendment. We are going to offer it
again for a vote at a time that is agree-
able to everybody. The only reason I
withdrew it is I didn’t want there to be
a motion to table it where we wouldn’t
have a full debate on this very impor-
tant amendment.

This is, of course, the amendment
that would remove the ethanol man-
date from the energy bill, not removing
either of the other parts. It keeps the
clean air standards, and it keeps the
ban on the MTBE, but it does not re-
quire that ethanol be used as an oxy-
genate. It does not even require an oxy-
genate as long as the MTBE standard is
met.

Before I begin, I want to say how
much I respect and admire our major-
ity leader, TOM DASCHLE. He is just a
leader par excellence. He is a prin-
cipled, compassionate, and extraor-
dinary public servant, and a true friend
to the people of my State. I consider it
a privilege to serve under him and to
be his friend.

For that reason, believe me, I do not
enjoy opposing a provision in a bill
about which I know Senator DASCHLE
cares very deeply. I thought long and
hard about whether to oppose the
amendment and came to the conclusion
that I had no choice, that I was com-
pelled to do so because I sincerely be-
lieve this provision will hurt con-
sumers dramatically in my State of
New York and throughout the country.

So I do rise to my feet in this Cham-
ber to speak on amendment No. 3030,
reluctantly, with some sadness, but
nonetheless, bolstered in the belief
that it is the right thing to do and that
I would be derelict in my responsibil-
ities as a Senator to the people of my
State and to our country if I did not
offer my amendment. I had hoped that
someone else would have, but they did
not, so here I am.

I have been in Congress for 22 years.
Every so often there is an amendment
that people vote for that becomes part
of the law that isn’t paid too much at-
tention to, and then, a year or two
later, it turns out to be a big disaster.
Our constituents turn to us and ask:
How, the heck did you do that? How
could you have done this? How could
you have created something that has
caused so much hardship without even
thinking about it, without debating it,
without opposing it?

I remember the catastrophic illness
amendment 10, 12 years ago. I know
some of my colleagues disagree about
the analogy, but I think it is an apt
one. We passed that amendment in the
House, when I was in that body, with,
I believe, minimal debate. I may be
mistaken, but I think it was even on a
two-thirds vote on the consent cal-
endar. Everyone thought they were
doing a good thing.

When the bill bit—when people real-
ized how much they had to pay for a
service that they would have liked to
have had, but it was not essential to
them, when people realized they all
paid for it, even though many of them

did not need it because they had other
coverage—there was a public outcry,
and there was almost a rush to the
floor by House Members to get up and
say why they really did not vote for
what had happened, why they did not
mean to do what had been done.

That happens every so often around
here. It does not happen often. We are
generally pretty careful, and the slow-
ness of the legislative process stops it.

I say to my colleagues: Beware. If
there were ever an amendment quietly
put in a bill that should have a ‘‘tread
cautiously’’ label on it, that should
have perhaps a skull and crossbones on
it, this is it. This is not an innocuous
amendment. This is not an amendment
that simply helps some farmers and
does no harm to the rest of us. It is a
deep and profound change in terms of
how we use our motor fuel. It will re-
quire dramatic changes in investments
throughout the land. It will create con-
sequences that none of us are sure of
because we are jumping into this pool
of ethanol, if you will, without having
put our toe in first. I fear the con-
sequences.

So today I rise with my fellow Sen-
ator from New York, Mrs. CLINTON, our
colleagues from California, and now a
small but growing band of Members
throughout the Senate, to oppose the
unprecedented new ethanol gas tax
which was quietly inserted into the
Senate energy bill a few weeks ago
without any debate.

My amendment may be adopted, but
I do not fool myself. It may not. There
is a huge group—some of whom I have
often allied with, some of whom I usu-
ally oppose—arrayed against it. But I
am convinced we will be the better for
this debate, whatever our view is, be-
cause of the breathtaking change that
the ethanol mandate imposes through-
out the land.

The antioxygenate provisions in the
bill accomplish two goals that are not
disputed by my amendment. One is
banning the use of MTBE. We have
found that MTBE has resulted in
ground water pollution all over the
country. In my home State, on Long
Island, where drinking water comes
from one big single aquifer, MTBE that
is spilled on the ground is slowly seep-
ing into the soil, and it actually per-
manently pollutes that precious aqui-
fer which close to 3 million people de-
pend upon for their drinking and bath-
ing and their washing.

My State, along with many others,
has banned MTBE and many more
States are planning to do it. This bill
does that. We are not changing that.

The second is the scrapping of the ox-
ygenate mandate that led so many
States to make such heavy use of
MTBE in the first place. The proposal
in the bill provides an antibacksliding
provision that says if you don’t use
MTBE, you can’t backslide on clean
air. Some believe those provisions
could be stronger, but we are not op-
posing either of those two parts: the
ban on MTBE or the antibacksliding
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provisions, the provisions that require
the air to stay as clean as we require it
now. It is not those provisions we are
opposing.

Beyond those two provisions, this
new provision added to the energy
bill—again, without any debate—adds
an astonishing new anticonsumer,
antifree market requirement that
every refiner in the country, regardless
of where they are located, regardless of
whether their State mandates it or
not, regardless of whether the State
chooses a different path to get to clean
air, regardless of whether the refiners
in that State say that ethanol doesn’t
work or works very expensively, it re-
quires them to use an ever-increasing
volume of ethanol.

Here is the kicker—there are a lot of
kickers in this provision, the ethanol
provision that was quietly added to the
bill. If your State or your region does
not want to use ethanol, you still have
to pay for ethanol. You have to buy
what is called ethanol credits. It costs
you the same as if you bought the eth-
anol yourself. When have we done that
before? When have we said, even if you
choose not to use a product, an expen-
sive product, a product that affects
just about everyone, anyone who owns
a car, any company that drives trucks,
when have we ever said in such a dra-
matic way that you are forced to use
something? It is astounding. It would
be similar to saying to people who
needed heating in their homes, you
have to use oil rather than gas, and if
you choose to use gas for whatever rea-
son, you still have to pay for the oil.

That is what we are doing here, no
less, except we are doing it with gaso-
line, and it sounds sort of complicated,
ethanol sounds chemical, and all that.
The effect is very simple.

This is a gas tax. In 1993, many of us
debated whether there ought to be a
gas tax. Some say the whole Congress
changed on the basis of that debate;
that in 1994, the House and Senate
switched parties in part because of that
debate. This is, for most States, a larg-
er gas tax than the one that was pro-
posed. And, to boot, it doesn’t even go
to a useful purpose. The gas tax at
least built new highways to help the
driver, and there was a theory about it.
This makes you buy ethanol—hardly a
return to motorists the way the gas tax
was to be.

It will affect every employee driving
to work. It will affect every mom driv-
ing the kids to school. It will affect
every Teamster driving a truck. It will
affect every company that uses auto-
mobiles and cars and trucks. I don’t
think there are many that don’t. Every
gasoline user in this country will pay.

The mandate is so steep that sure as
we are sitting here, it is not just the
added cost of the ethanol—which will
be great enough; I will talk about that
in a minute—but it is going to cause
price spikes. Currently, refiners across
the Nation use 1.7 billion gallons of
ethanol. That is the total amount.
Starting in 2004, 2 years away, they

would be required to use 2.3 billion gal-
lons of ethanol. Almost immediately,
we are requiring a large amount of eth-
anol. You know what happens when
you place a huge demand on a product
and you don’t have the supply? Simple
economics: The price goes through the
roof.

I am opposed to this substantively.
But I say to my colleagues who are
running in 2004: Beware. Let’s say the
proponents of the bill are wrong. Let’s
say I am right and all of a sudden next
summer, the summer of 2004, gasoline
goes up 30, 40, 50 cents a gallon, which
is very possible. What are you going to
say?

I want to help the corn farmers, too.
I vote for everything that comes up to
help the middle western and southern
farmers. But this is not the way to do
it. We can do it a lot more efficiently
and with a lot less harm to the driver.

You don’t need a degree in economics
to know that if ethanol producers can’t
meet the demand, there are going to be
price spikes, big price spikes. That is
just the beginning. It is going to get
worse. We ratchet up the number from
2.3 billion in 2004, up to 5 billion gal-
lons of ethanol in 2012. Then we in-
crease it by a percentage equivalent to
the proportion of ethanol in the entire
U.S. gas supply after 2012 in perpetuity.
We are locking people into one method
of cleaning the gasoline and the air for-
ever. That means from 2012 on, the Na-
tion’s ethanol producers will have a
guaranteed annual market of over 5
billion gallons, which every consumer
in this country will pay for at the
pump.

Here is how much you are all going
to pay. This is a conservative estimate.
They use Department of Energy num-
bers, but it is called Hart/IRI Fuels In-
formation Services. They are a well-es-
tablished group. They are not part of
the petroleum industry or anybody
else. The estimates are conservative
because that is without price spikes
and that is assuming the best of cir-
cumstances, that everything works
smoothly.

Here is how much each of your States
will pay. The minimum is 4 cents, 4
cents a gallon every time you go to the
pump. But I am going to read all the
States where it is greater than 4 cents
a gallon, how much you would pay.

In Arizona, you would pay 7.6 cents a
gallon; in California, you would pay an
extra 9.6 cents a gallon; in Con-
necticut—I see my colleague from Con-
necticut here in the Chamber—it is es-
timated you would pay an extra 9.7
cents a gallon; District of Columbia, 9.7
cents a gallon; Illinois, 7.3 cents a gal-
lon; Indiana, 4.9 cents a gallon; Ken-
tucky, 5.4 cents a gallon; Louisiana, 4.2
cents a gallon; Maryland, 9.1 cents a
gallon—that is a lot of money—Massa-
chusetts even more, 9.7 cents a gallon;
Missouri, 5.6 cents a gallon; New Hamp-
shire, 8.4 cents a gallon; New Jersey, 9.1
cents a gallon; New York, 7.1 cents a
gallon; Pennsylvania, 5.5 cents a gal-
lon; Rhode Island, 9.7 cents a gallon;

Texas 5.7 cents a gallon; Virginia, 7.2
cents a gallon; Wisconsin—I see my
friend from Wisconsin here; we have
worked on agricultural issues to-
gether—5.5 cents a gallon.

Every one of those States pays more
than the 4 cents.

If you hear the name of your State
now, your drivers will pay, under the
best of circumstances by these esti-
mates, an extra 4 cents a gallon: Ala-
bama, Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa,
Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New
Mexico, Nevada, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten-
nessee, Utah, Vermont, Washington,
West Virginia, and Wyoming.

The annual aggregate impact is $8.3
billion. That is a lot of money. Even in
the Middle West, where there is a lot of
ethanol production, where it would be
less onerous than in other places, the
cost of gasoline goes up 4 or 5 cents a
gallon. That is a lot of money.

I know there are some supporters
here. We have had many good argu-
ments privately and on the floor and
some are going to say these numbers
are inaccurate. They include the cost
of banning MTBE. The cost of forcing
the entire country to use 5 billion gal-
lons of ethanol will be a mere pittance.

Remember this, my friends: Ethanol
is very hard to transport. It cannot be
carried through our existing pipeline
infrastructure because it is so volatile.
It has to be put on a truck, a barge,
and sent down the Mississippi to New
Orleans, usually, and then sent by boat
around the country, and then loaded
back onto a truck and taken to a local
refinery and put into the gasoline. You
can see why it is so expensive.

Then some people say they will build
ethanol plants closer to the big users,
particularly on the coast and in the
South, where this has the greatest ef-
fect. There is not enough corn and eth-
anol production down there. Who is
going to pay for the cost of all those
new ethanol plants? It will be the driv-
ers of all of our States. Because of its
volatility, because you cannot create a
pipeline and pipe it through to the re-
finery and add it in, because you have
to transport it in this particular way,
you can see that ethanol is not the
cheapest way to do what we want to do
in terms of cleaning our air.

With all due respect, I think the cost
estimates I am citing are based on
more realistic assumptions than those
that went into my opponents’ number.
We tried to be as careful and conserv-
ative as we could. To forecast how
much a 10-year, 5-billion-gallon eth-
anol mandate is going to cost con-
sumers across the country, you have to
look at interplay of a host of complex
factors: growth in auto travel, gasoline
prices, corn prices, ethanol price, and
how many new ethanol plants are ex-
pected to come online. That is all inex-
tricably linked to how high the price of
ethanol is going to go. If the price is
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high and manufacturing ethanol be-
comes profitable, yes, the private sec-
tor will build the plants. If it is not,
they will not. Yet in the numbers I
have seen circulated by the proponents
of this issue, they use contradictory
figures. They say ethanol prices will be
unusually low for the next 10 years. At
the same time, the private sector is
going to build plants all over the coun-
try.

You cannot have it both ways. If the
price is low, you are not going to build
new plants. If the price is high, then
you will. I am willing to concede that
modeling this unprecedented, ineffi-
cient, untested, jerry-built contrap-
tion, a nationwide mandate on every
refiner in the United States to pay for
billions and billions of gallons of eth-
anol whether they use it or not is dif-
ficult.

I know my staff has been working
with Senator DASCHLE’s staff and a
number of technical experts to see if
we can reach agreement on the num-
bers. If we can do so, that would be
great.

In truth, whether it costs a penny a
gallon or a dollar a gallon—my guess
is, from the estimates I read, the
State-by-State numbers I read are low,
because those are under the best of
market conditions—why are we man-
dating it? There is no public policy rea-
son for the use of ethanol other than
the political might of the ethanol
lobby.

I say to colleagues from the farm
States, the fact that we are getting rid
of MTBE and keeping the air standards
high is going to increase demand for
ethanol. I think you are going to do
better than you have ever done before.
Without casting aspersions on col-
leagues and individuals, the proposal is
kind of greedy. Yes, ethanol is going to
be needed more. But a mandate to the
ethanol world? You are going to do
well under this. Once MTBE is gone,
your main competitor is gone.

For States such as mine, where the
refiners believe they can find a better
method that is cheaper, why would you
require us to use ethanol? That is the
fundamental weakness.

I was having a good discussion with
my friend from Iowa, who does a great
job defending farmers and farm States.
He has even tried to help us in an un-
precedented way in the Northeast. He
says: What will replace ethanol if you
don’t mandate?

The first and best argument is to let
the market come up with something. If
you mandate it, there is going to be no
alternative; you are stuck with it. If it
is the best in the market, it will pre-
vail in the marketplace.

There are alternatives. Refiners have
told me—those away from the Middle
West—that they will use a combination
of aromatics and alkaloids. Alkaloids
are about as clean as ethanol. Aro-
matics are kind of dirty. Aromatics
break down so you cannot use all of
them. But a form called Alkaloids are
clean. Alkaloids could be used, plain

and simple. I don’t know if they work
better than ethanol or not. But I will
tell you, the people in my State say
they will. Why mandate that?

So the bottom line is, there is no
sound public policy reason for man-
dating the use of ethanol. We live in a
free market economy. We hardly man-
date anything, especially when there is
a choice.

Well, the new ethanol gas tax will
contribute to market volatility and
price spikes, especially since the indus-
try is concentrated in the Midwest. It
is going to increase costs in general.
That is the second issue. But you are
going to create price spikes all over the
place. When you increase the amount
that is needed, you know when there is
one big boy, one producer, they are
going to go to town.

Archer Daniels Midland, alone, con-
trols 41 percent of the market—a mo-
nopoly. Certainly, somebody is assert-
ing huge market control. When they
have to build more refineries, who is
going to have the best access to capital
and technology? They are. My guess is
their market share will actually in-
crease. Who knows, 41 percent is a lot.

Well, let me tell you, the mandates
frighten people even in the Middle
West. I want to make a point. Two
States in the heartland of America—
two of the biggest corn-producing
States in the country considered man-
dating ethanol—Iowa and Nebraska.
Both of them rejected it. If the people
of Iowa, through their legislature, and
the people of Nebraska withdrew the
legislation—it was not a referendum—
and rejected this, why now are we in
the Senate imposing it on Iowa, Ne-
braska, and everybody else who is in a
far worse position?

Let me read what some of the news-
papers in those areas said:

An ethanol mandate would deny Iowans a
choice of fuels and short circuit the process
of ethanol establishing its own worth in the
marketplace. . . . The justification is to
marginally boost the price of corn. Cleaner
air is offered as a reason, too, but that’s an
afterthought. If that were the goal, other
measures would be far more effective. . . .

That is the Des Moines Sunday Reg-
ister, 9–19–1999, headlined ‘‘Let Ethanol
Prove Itself.’’

The Quad City Times from Dav-
enport, IA, in an editorial entitled
‘‘Ethanol Only Proposal Doesn’t Help
Consumers’’:

With research and continued refinements,
it might someday become an economically
viable alternative to gasoline—but until that
day, it is ludicrous to argue that Iowa’s gas
stations be required to sell only ethanol. . . .
Ethanol might be worth some level of sup-
port, but it will never be so valuable as to
justify scrapping our free enterprise system.

That is not the New York Times.
That is not the Los Angeles Times in
California. That is the Quad City
Times at the border of Iowa and Illi-
nois.

Nebraska, as I mentioned, considered
an ethanol mandate and rejected it.
Here is what the Grand Island Inde-
pendent said about a year ago in an
editorial:

‘‘Ethanol Use Shouldn’t Be a Forced Buy.’’
Americans don’t like to be forced to do any-
thing and Nebraskans are no different. Yet
the Legislature is considering forcing all gas
stations throughout the state—

This was a State mandate—
to start selling ethanol blends. . . .That just
doesn’t seem fair. Our country and our busi-
ness system is based on supply and demand.
Consumers determine the products they
want and businesses meeting those needs
succeed. While many in Nebraska may want
ethanol-based fuels, many Americans trav-
eling our highways don’t.

Finally, the Omaha World Herald, in
the year 2000, editorialized:

Now the Nebraska Legislature is consid-
ering eliminating the competition alto-
gether. Support is building for a proposed
state law to require most general purpose
automotive fuel sold in the state to contain
ethanol. . . .As a general principle, govern-
ment should not take sides in such matters
unless a strong case can be made that inter-
vention serves a major public purpose. In
this instance, the arguments for eliminating
competition haven’t been persuasive.

Even editorials, as well as voters, in
the heartland of America, where there
is much more corn and ethanol is far
more likely to succeed, argue against a
mandate, which is what we are about
to impose.

My opponents also argue that this
ethanol gas tax is needed to help fam-
ily farms, and I take those arguments
very seriously. I know that many of
my colleagues from the Middle West
want to help their family farmers who
are struggling. I want to help those
farmers, too, and I have stood by my
Senate colleagues from Illinois, Iowa,
Nebraska, the Dakotas, Montana, Min-
nesota, Wisconsin, and I have voted for
billions and billions of dollars in agri-
cultural subsidies to help the farmers
in the West and South. That is a deci-
sion I think I can make in good con-
science. Commodity subsidies, by the
way, do very little for New York.

Since I have been in the Senate, I
have supported the Midwestern farm-
ers. I know how important they are to
the economy of those States. I know
how important they are as a breeding
ground for American values. I say to
my colleagues, I think a majority in
this Senate Chamber—a big majority—
are willing to help some more. But find
a way that works. Do not do it by im-
posing a gas tax on all of our drivers.

I speak for my State of New York.
Our economy is hurting after 9–11. We
do not need this which particularly af-
fects the east and west coasts worse
than other places.

Guess what. In addition, what pains
me is this has not trickled down. Do
you think corn growers of the Middle
West are going to make most of the
money? I have heard our farm State
folks complain over and over that it is
the middleman who gets most of the
farm dollar. It is the people in the mid-
dle who make the money and a few bits
trickle down to the family farmer. Yet
that is just what we are doing here.
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We are giving Archer Daniels Mid-

land, Williams Energy Company, Min-
nesota corn processors, and giant cor-
porations the real control in the mar-
ket. They are the ones who will make
most of the money. When the price
spikes the way electricity spiked in
California, do you think that money
will trickle down to your farmers? For-
get it. Maybe if they own stock in Ar-
cher Daniels Midland they will do well,
but they will get very little bang for
the buck. If the past is any indication,
for every nickel that our drivers pay
throughout the country, the farmer
will receive certainly less than a
penny.

This policy does not even do its best
to help the farmers. Take this $5 bil-
lion mandate and put it into some kind
of direct subsidy that goes to small
family farmers, main-line it directly to
them, and you will get my support.
That will not make the drivers in my
State pay.

I say to my colleagues from the Mid-
dle West, figure out better ways we can
help our farmers and I will support
you, but not this one.

Let me read to you from the CRS re-
port on ethanol. It is on energy secu-
rity. They say:

Another frequent argument for the use of
ethanol as a motor fuel is that it reduces
U.S. reliance on oil imports, making the U.S.
less vulnerable to a fuel embargo of the sort
that occurred in the 1970s, which was the
event that initially stimulated development
of the ethanol industry. According to the Ar-
gonne National Laboratory, with current
technology, the use of E–10 leads to a 3-per-
cent reduction in fossil fuel energy per vehi-
cle mile, while use of E–95 could lead to a 44-
percent reduction in fossil energy use. How-
ever, our studies contradict the Argonne
studies suggesting the amount of money
needed to produce energy is roughly equal to
the amount of energy obtained from its
combustion—

So you have to create as much en-
ergy to use it as you would save in
using it.

Continuing the quote:
which could lead to little or no reductions in
fossil energy use. Thus, if the energy used in
ethanol production is petroleum-based—

Which it is likely to be—
ethanol would do nothing to contribute to
energy security.

That is CRS, not somebody with an
ax to grind.

Remember, in terms of conserving
energy, ethanol is basically a wash.

The final argument my opponents
will make, I believe—I think this is
somewhat cynical, but it will be made,
I guess; that has never been a bar to
any of us on the floor of the Senate—is
that if New York and California and
other States want to clean up their
water by banning MTBE and maintain
clean air, they should have to pay the
price of an ethanol gas tax, and that it
is political naivete to think otherwise.

My State has already banned the use
of MTBE, and so have 12 other States,
including: Arizona, California, Colo-
rado, Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, New

Hampshire, South Dakota, and Wash-
ington.

A number of other States are also in
the process of taking action, as well,
because MTBE pollutes the ground-
water. But everyone in those States
who banned MTBE is going to be in an
impossible dilemma. Their citizens are
demanding they ban MTBE, but with
the oxygenate requirement in place,
they cannot successfully do so.

Last year, President Bush’s adminis-
tration denied California’s petition to
waive the oxygenate requirement, de-
spite the State’s ability to comply with
air quality standards without it. They
deny the waivers, even though you can
get there a better way. This denial
forced the State to defer its critical
ban on MTBE and suffer groundwater
contamination.

New York State is considering re-
questing a waiver. Although I call on
President Bush and Administrator
Whitman to look favorably on New
York’s waiver request, my guess is if
and when New York applies, we will be
met with the same denial as that of the
Governor of the State of California.
States such as New York, California,
States on the coasts, many States in
the South, even States that are large
urban States in the Middle West, such
as Illinois, are between a rock and a
hard place.

Our citizens’ health and the environ-
ment are being held hostage to the de-
sire of the ethanol lobby to make ever
larger profits.

Let us meet the same clean air stand-
ards we now have in the way we think
is best. Let us use reformulated gaso-
line. Let us use these outlets which are
as clean as ethanol and cheaper if one
is not near corn. If ethanol is better,
the marketplace will prevail.

What makes me doubt all the virtues
of ethanol, when my colleagues propose
it, is that they mandate. If it is going
to be so cheap and so clean and so
good, let the market prevail. As I said
before, the ethanol producers and corn
growers are going to be in a better po-
sition, even with my amendment, than
otherwise because MTBEs are banned.
The clean air standard stays, and in
many cases ethanol will be the best
way to go.

It is an outrage that Congress is tell-
ing Americans across the country that
we refuse to clean up their air and
water unless they pay off ADM. That is
unconscionable. There is no public pol-
icy reason on Earth not to allow States
to ban MTBEs and remove the oxygen-
ate requirement and keep clean air
standards in place without requiring
them to buy ethanol.

Ironically, the ethanol mandate, be-
cause ethanol is exempt, reduces the
highway trust fund in State after
State. It is going to reduce it in Cali-
fornia by $900 million, in New York by
$493 million, in Pennsylvania by $446
million, in Massachusetts by $183 mil-
lion. It can be looked up to see how
much less highway money each Sen-
ator’s State will get as a result of this

mandate. In New York, we need that
money. We have a great need for trans-
portation dollars, especially with the
damage done to our subway system on
9–11.

Other States such as Virginia that
suffered an attack and had to struggle
to accommodate transportation needs
of its fast growing suburbs need it as
well.

So for consumers throughout the
country, this is a one-two punch. First,
one pays more at the pump to meet ar-
bitrary goals that boost the sales of
ethanol but are not necessary to
achieve clean air. Second—and this is
another zinger in this bill; it is loaded
with boobytraps consumers will face
restrictions from suing manufacturers,
and oil companies will have less incen-
tive to ensure that the additives they
manufacture and use are safe.

There is a provision that says not
only can States such as California, New
York, and so many others—not only do
they have to use ethanol, but we are
banning MTBEs and we are prohibiting
anyone from suing companies that may
have polluted their water. My good-
ness, how much can they pile on us?

This is no longer an academic discus-
sion. Three oil companies have been
found liable in California—I am sure
my colleague from California, the sen-
ior Senator, knows about this—of
knowingly polluting the ground water
around Lake Tahoe with MTBEs. My
colleague from California, our junior
Senator, Mrs. BOXER, will have a lot
more to say about that case and what
these provisions that exempt the refin-
eries and oil companies from being
sued mean. But the case demonstrates
something truly disturbing.

The petroleum industry opposed eth-
anol mandates for years, but now, fac-
ing a raft of MTBE lawsuits, including
the first defeat in California, they have
signed off on this deal in return for a
really disgraceful liability provision.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. SCHUMER. I would be happy to
yield to my friend from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. If I understand the
context of the Senator’s argument,
what he is saying is that New York
does not need an oxygen requirement,
that New York can use reformulated
gasoline and can meet the clean air
standards by this reformulated gaso-
line, and California as well does not
need an oxygen requirement; we can
meet clean air standards without an
oxygenate requirement and, where we
do not meet clean air standards—sum-
mer months in Southern California—
can use ethanol and we do not need an
around-the-year requirement.

So if I understand the Senator cor-
rectly, his position then is exempt New
York, exempt California, from the
strictures of this bill, and exempt us
from an oxygenate requirement. Is that
the position of the Senator?

Mr. SCHUMER. Well, my position is
we should not have this mandate any-
where, but obviously if we were offered
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an exemption for New York, and for
California, the vehemence against this
opposition would disappear. We are de-
fending the vital interests of our
States. I would simply argue with my
friend from California, this is not just
a New York and California problem;
this is a problem in many States.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I realize that. I
find myself in agreement with the Sen-
ator. What I have wanted all along is
for California—because we do not have
an infrastructure in place in the state
and we know there is going to be a
price spike—to have the EPA sign off
on a waiver.

Mr. SCHUMER. Right. I apologize.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. So I want to iden-

tify myself with where the Senator is
going. If these two States were to re-
ceive a waiver from the oxygenate re-
quirement, we would certainly be satis-
fied.

Mr. SCHUMER. I misinterpreted
what my friend from California was
saying, for which I apologize. Cali-
fornia applied for a waiver from the ox-
ygenate standard and was rejected by
the current administration. No good
reason was given. I think, again, this
was a sop to the ethanol lobby.

New York would like to apply. If we
knew these waivers would be granted,
if we knew that consideration would be
made on the merits, we would not be
debating today. But if someone tells
us, well, you can get the standard
waived, forget it; they are not waiving
it. The administration is not waiving
it. If we were to get a letter from Presi-
dent Bush saying he will waive States
that can find a better way, we are in;
but we are not. As I had mentioned ear-
lier, we are between a rock and a hard
place.

In conclusion, I ask my colleagues to
support the amendment sponsored by
myself and the senior Senator from
California, the Senator from New York,
Mrs. CLINTON, the Senator from Cali-
fornia, Mrs. BOXER, and some others, to
strike the ethanol mandate. If we be-
lieve Congress has an obligation to pro-
tect the health of our citizens and envi-
ronment, if we believe that maintain-
ing clean air standards is important
but also believe there are different
ways to get there, do not support forc-
ing American consumers to pay for
ethanol.

If my colleagues believe Congress has
the obligation to protect consumers
and keep our market economy running
as efficiently as possible, then I would
ask them not to mandate ethanol and
impose a gas tax.

I say to my colleagues who support
this amendment, the heart of which is
in the Middle West, find us a better
way. We do not want to hurt their
farmers. In fact, we want to help them,
as our record has shown, but not at
undoing the entire fuel economy of
much of the country.

I say to my colleagues that as they
listen to this debate, I think it is very
hard not to be persuaded that we have
a good argument. I urge them to listen

to the debate. I urge them to look at
the substance. I urge them to look at
the politics. I urge them to defeat the
ethanol gas tax, the mandated ethanol
gas tax, by supporting our amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin.
Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Wis-

consin yield for a unanimous consent
request?

Mr. KOHL. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. So Senators understand

what we are trying to do this after-
noon, we are going to ask unanimous
consent the Senator from Wisconsin
proceed for up to 5 minutes as if in
morning business. Following that, the
Senator from New Mexico, the manager
of this bill, has a significant number of
amendments that have been cleared,
almost 20 amendments that have been
cleared. He will have cleared those.

Senator MURKOWSKI has been called
away for a funeral this afternoon. He
will be back in about an hour.

Senator DAYTON wishes to speak on
the ethanol provision, following the
statement of the Senator from Wis-
consin and the work done by the man-
ager of the bill.

Then Senator FEINSTEIN and Senator
MCCONNELL have some business they
want to do. That will also be in morn-
ing business, as I understand it.

As I say, when Senator MURKOWSKI
returns, the two leaders, Senator
DASCHLE and Senator LOTT, agree it
would be appropriate for him to offer
an amendment dealing with Iraqi sanc-
tions. We hope after he gets back to
complete the debate on that within a
relatively short period of time, perhaps
an hour or less. Then we would go this
evening to border security. Senator
KENNEDY and others have been working
on that matter, and we would be in a
position in the near future to offer a
unanimous consent request. That
should take us into the evening time
with several votes during the next sev-
eral hours.

I ask unanimous consent the Senator
from Wisconsin be recognized for up to
5 minutes.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Reserving the
right to object, so that I can advise
Senator MCCONNELL, my understanding
of the unanimous consent agreement is
Senator KOHL, Senator DAYTON, and
then Senator MCCONNELL and I will
have a chance to introduce legislation
in morning business.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
California, the only unanimous consent
request I requested was Senator KOHL.
I was relaying what I hope will happen.
As soon as Senator BINGAMAN finishes
his business, Senator DAYTON will
speak for 15 or 20 minutes, at the most,
and then there will be time for you and
Senator MCCONNELL to take up your
matter for up to a half hour.

That is not in the form of a unani-
mous consent agreement, but I think
everyone should recognize that is the

courteous thing to do, to allow people
to proceed in that manner.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to allowing the
Senator from Wisconsin to speak?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
(The remarks of Mr. KOHL are printed

in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morning
Business.’’)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3015, AS MODIFIED; 3024, AS
MODIFIED; 3078, AS MODIFIED; AND 3141, EN BLOC

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the Senate now
proceed to the consideration en bloc of
the following amendments: Amend-
ment No. 3015, relating to a National
Academy of Sciences study on certain
spent nuclear fuel shipments; amend-
ment No. 3024, relating to nuclear pow-
erplant licensing and regulation;
amendment No. 3078, relating to a re-
view of Federal procurement initia-
tives, and that those amendments be
modified with changes at the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendments will be so modified.
Mr. BINGAMAN. I further ask unani-

mous consent that it be in order to also
consider amendment No. 3141, relating
to fuel cell vehicles, and that all four
amendments I have referred to be
agreed to en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendments (Nos. 3015, 3024,
3078, and 3041) were agreed to en bloc,
as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3015 AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To require a National Academy of
Sciences study of procedures for the selec-
tion and assessment of certain routes for
the shipment of spent nuclear fuel from re-
search nuclear reactors)
At the end of title XVII, add the following:

SEC. 1704. NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
STUDY OF PROCEDURES FOR SELEC-
TION AND ASSESSMENT OF CERTAIN
ROUTES FOR SHIPMENT OF SPENT
NUCLEAR FUEL FROM RESEARCH
NUCLEAR REACTORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall enter into an agreement with
the National Academy of Sciences under
which agreement the National Academy of
Sciences shall conduct a study of the proce-
dures by which the Department of Energy,
together with the Department of Transpor-
tation and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, selects routes for the shipment of spent
nuclear fuel from research nuclear reactors
between or among existing Department of
Energy facilities currently licensed to accept
such spent nuclear fuel.

(b) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.—In conducting
the study under subsection (a), the National
Academy of Sciences shall analyze the man-
ner in which the Department of Energy—

(1) selects potential routes for the ship-
ment of spent nuclear fuel from research nu-
clear reactors between or among existing De-
partment facilities currently licensed to ac-
cept such spent nuclear fuel;

(2) selects such a route for a specific ship-
ment of such spent nuclear fuel; and

(3) conducts assessments of the risks asso-
ciated with shipments of such spent nuclear
fuel along such a route.
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(c) CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING ROUTE SE-

LECTION.—The analysis under subsection (b)
shall include a consideration whether, and to
what extent, the procedures analyzed for
purposes of that subsection take into ac-
count the following:

(1) The proximity of the routes under con-
sideration to major population centers and
the risks associated with shipments of spent
nuclear fuel from research nuclear reactors
through densely populated areas.

(2) Current traffic and accident data with
respect to the routes under consideration.

(3) The quality of the roads comprising the
routes under consideration.

(4) Emergency response capabilities along
the routes under consideration.

(5) The proximity of the routes under con-
sideration to places or venues (including
sports stadiums, convention centers, concert
halls and theaters, and other venues) where
large numbers of people gather.

(d) RECOMMENDATIONS.—In conducting the
study under subsection (a), the National
Academy of Sciences shall also make such
recommendations regarding the matters
studied as the National Academy of Sciences
considers appropriate.

(e) DEADLINE FOR DISPERSAL OF FUNDS FOR
STUDY.—The Secretary shall disperse to the
National Academy of Sciences the funds for
the cost of the study required by subsection
(a) not later than 30 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(f) REPORT ON RESULTS OF STUDY.—Not
later than six months after the date of the
dispersal of funds under subsection (e), the
National Academy of Sciences shall submit
to the appropriate committees of Congress a
report on the study conducted under sub-
section (a), including the recommendations
required by subsection (d).

(g) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means—

(1) the Committees on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation, Energy and Natural Re-
sources, and Environment and Public Works
of the Senate; and

(2) the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives.

AMENDMENT NO. 3024 AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To promote the safe and efficient
supply of energy while maintaining strong
environmental protections)
On page 123, aftger line 17, insert the fol-

lowing:
Subtitle C—Growth of Nuclear Energy

SEC. 521. COMBINED LICENSE PERIODS.
Section 103c. of the Atomic Energy Act of

1954 (42 U.S.C. 2133(c)) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘c. Each such’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘c. LICENSE PERIOD.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each such’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) COMBINED LICENSES.—In the case of a

combined construction and operating license
issued under section 185(b), the duration of
the operating phase of the license period
shall not be less than the duration of the op-
erating license if application had been made
for separate construction and operating li-
censes.’’.

Subtitle D—NRC Regulatory Reform
SEC. 531. ANTITRUST REVIEW.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 105 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2135) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘d. ANTITRUST LAWS.—
‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION.—Except as provided in

paragraph (4), when the Commission pro-
poses to issue a license under section 103 or
104b., the Commission shall notify the Attor-
ney General of the proposed license and the
proposed terms and conditions of the license.

‘‘(2) ACTION BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL.—
Within a reasonable time (but not more than
90 days) after receiving notification under
paragraph (1), the Attorney General shall
submit to the Commission and publish in the
Federal Register a determination whether,
insofar as the Attorney General is able to de-
termine, the proposed license would tend to
create or maintain a situation inconsistent
with the antitrust laws.

‘‘(3) INFORMATION.—On the request of the
Attorney General, the Commission shall fur-
nish or cause to be furnished such informa-
tion as the Attorney General determines to
be appropriate or necessary to enable the At-
torney General to make the determination
under paragraph (2).

‘‘(4) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall
not apply to such classes or type of licenses
as the Commission, with the approval of the
Attorney General, determines would not sig-
nificantly affect the activities of a licensee
under the antitrust laws.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 105c.
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C.
2135(c)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(9) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection does
not apply to an application for a license to
construct or operate a utilization facility
under section 103 or 104b. that is filed on or
after the date of enactment of subsection
d.’’.
SEC. 532. DECOMMISSIONING.

(a) AUTHORITY OVER FORMER LICENSEES
FOR DECOMMISSIONING FUNDING.—Section
161i. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42
U.S.C. 2201(i)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and (3)’’ and inserting
‘‘(3)’’; and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end the following: ‘‘, and (4) to ensure that
sufficient funds will be available for the de-
commissioning of any production or utiliza-
tion facility licensed under section 103 or
104b., including standards and restrictions
governing the control, maintenance, use, and
disbursement by any former licensee under
this Act that has control over any fund for
the decommissioning of the facility’’.

(b) TREATMENT OF NUCLEAR REACTOR FI-
NANCIAL OBLIGATIONS.—Section 523 of title
11, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(f) TREATMENT OF NUCLEAR REACTOR FI-
NANCIAL OBLIGATIONS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this title—

‘‘(1) any funds or other assets held by a li-
censee or former licensee of the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission, or by any other person,
to satisfy the responsibility of the licensee,
former licensee, or any other person to com-
ply with a regulation or order of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission governing the de-
contamination and decommissioning of a nu-
clear power reactor licensed under section
103 or 104b. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954
(42 U.S.C. 2133, 2134(b)) shall not be used to
satisfy the claim of any creditor in any pro-
ceeding under this title, other than a claim
resulting from an activity undertaken to
satisfy that responsibility, until the decon-
tamination and decommissioning of the nu-
clear power reactor is completed to the satis-
faction of the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion;

‘‘(2) obligations of licensees, former licens-
ees, or any other person to use funds or other
assets to satisfy a responsibility described in
paragraph (1) may not be rejected, avoided,
or discharged in any proceeding under this
title or in any liquidation, reorganization,
receivership, or other insolvency proceeding
under Federal or State law; and

‘‘(3) private insurance premiums and stand-
ard deferred premiums held and maintained
in accordance with section 170b. of the Atom-

ic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(b)) shall
not be used to satisfy the claim of any cred-
itor in any proceeding under this title, until
the indemnification agreement executed in
accordance with section 170c. of that Act (42
U.S.C. 2210(c)) is terminated.’’.

Subtitle E—NRC Personnel Crisis
SEC. 541. ELIMINATION OF PENSION OFFSET.

Section 161 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2201) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘y. exempt from the application of sec-
tions 8344 and 8468 of title 5, United States
Code, an annuitant who was formerly an em-
ployee of the Commission who is hired by the
Commission as a consultant, if the Commis-
sion finds that the annuitant has a skill that
is critical to the performance of the duties of
the Commission.’’.
SEC. 542. NRC TRAINING PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to maintain the
human resource investment and infrastruc-
ture of the United States in the nuclear
sciences, health physics, and engineering
fields, in accordance with the statutory au-
thorities of the Commission relating to the
civilian nuclear energy program, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission shall carry out a
training and fellowship program to address
shortages of individuals with critical safety
skills.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section
$1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003 through
2006.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Funds made available
under paragraph (1) shall remain available
until expended.

AMENDMENT NO. 3078, AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To require the General Services
Administration to conduct a study regard-
ing Government procurement policies)
On page 244, after line 23, add the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 840. REVIEW OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT

INITIATIVES RELATING TO USE OF
RECYCLED PRODUCTS AND FLEET
AND TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of
General Services shall submit to Congress a
report that details efforts by each Federal
agency to implement the procurement poli-
cies specified in Executive order No. 13101 (63
Fed. Reg. 49643; relating to governmental use
of recycled products) and Executive order
No. 13149 (65 Fed. Reg. 24607; relating to Fed-
eral fleet and transportation efficiency).

AMENDMENT NO. 3141

(Purpose: To promote a plan that would en-
hance and accelerate the development of
fuel cell technology to result in the deploy-
ment of 2.5 million hydrogen-fueled fuel
cell vehicles by 2020)
On page 213, after line 10, insert:

‘‘SEC. 824. FUEL CELL VEHICLE PROGRAM:
Not later than one year from date of enact-

ment of this section, the Secretary shall de-
velop a program with timetables for devel-
oping technologies to enable at least 100,000
hydrogen-fueled fuel cell vehicles to be avail-
able for sale in the United States by 2010 and
at least 2.5 million of such vehicles to be
available by 2020 and annually thereafter.
The program shall also include timetables
for development of technologies to provide 50
million gasoline equivalent gallons of hydro-
gen for sale in fueling stations in the United
States by 2010 and at least 2.5 billion gaso-
line equivalent gallons by 2020 and annually
thereafter. The Secretary shall annually in-
clude a review of the progress toward meet-
ing the vehicle sales of Energy budget.’’
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I move to recon-

sider the vote, and I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3141

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
believe it is in our national interest to
improve the efficiency of our vehicles,
for example, through new vehicles and
vehicle fuel technologies, so that we
can reduce our oil dependence and bet-
ter protect the environment.

Several months ago, I test drove a
fuel cell vehicle. A fuel cell vehicle pro-
duces electricity from the reaction of
hydrogen and oxygen. The only by-
product is water. Fuel-cell vehicles are
similar to battery-powered electric
cars in that the fuel cell produces elec-
tricity that powers motors at the
wheels.

But while a battery must be re-
charged after all of the fuel inside it
has reacted, a fuel cell is a ‘‘refillable
battery,’’ in the sense that recharging
the vehicle only requires refilling the
fuel tank. The hydrogen fuel required
to power it can be stored directly on
the vehicle in tanks or extracted from
a secondary fuel, like methanol or eth-
anol, that carries oxygen. So, a fuel
cell car can get double or triple the
mileage of cars on the road today.

This new technology would decrease
emissions, help reduce global climate
change, and protect our national secu-
rity by reducing the amount of oil we
would need to import from unstable re-
gions.

All we need to do is look at the polit-
ical conditions in Venezuela and the
situation in the Middle East, coupled
with Saddam Hussein’s sanctions
against exporting oil to the United
States, to realize the precariousness of
our dependence on these imports. At
this point, we still have other coun-
tries that can meet the global oil mar-
ket requirements and we are not in a
crisis, but this could change at any mo-
ment.

Our transportation sector consumes
the largest amount of energy in our so-
ciety. Passenger vehicles account for 40
percent of the oil products the Nation
consumes each year, or nearly 8 mil-
lion barrels of oil each day. And, in
2001, the United States imported 53 per-
cent of the Nation’s oil and this is ex-
pected to increase to 60 percent or
more by 2020, according to the Energy
Information Administration. So we can
and must change our oil consumption
habits. We can do this by implementing
new technologies that will increase
fuel efficiency and help create jobs.

A Ford Motor Company representa-
tive has stated ‘‘the technology . . .
has the potential to significantly im-
prove the fuel economy of [vehicles],
which could reduce U.S. dependence on
imported oil, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and save consumers money
at the pump.’’

That is why I am introducing an
amendment directing the Energy De-
partment to develop a program that

would create measurable goals and
timetables with the aim of putting
100,000 hydrogen-fueled fuel cell vehi-
cles on the road by 2010 and 2.5 million
by 2020, along with the needed hydro-
gen infrastructure. DOE would have to
report annually on its progress toward
achieving these goals.

The amendment is designed to have
DOE work with the auto manufactur-
ers to ensure that these goals are met.
With this amendment, we are sending a
strong message that our goal is to ac-
celerate and enhance the development
of fuel cell vehicle technologies with
concrete targets and timetables.

Most major automakers are racing to
produce prototype fuel cell vehicles.
DaimlerChrysler has plans to have
fuel-cell cars in production by 2004.

California’s clean air act require-
ments also will ensure that many fuel
cell vehicles are on the road in the near
future. Specifically, by next year, 2003,
2 percent of California’s vehicles have
to be zero-emission vehicles and around
10 percent of its vehicles must be zero-
emission vehicles by 2018. This means
that California could have nearly 40,000
or 50,000 fuel cell cars on the road by
the end of the next decade. Federal
fleet purchase requirements also would
help realize the targets established in
my amendment.

I am pleased that my amendment is
supported by United Technologies, the
Alliance to Save Energy, and Senators
CANTWELL, BAYH, and REID.

I know there are a number of other
Members that also share my enthu-
siasm for hydrogen-fueled fuel cell ve-
hicles, and I look forward to working
with my colleagues to move this im-
portant and promising technology off
the shelves and onto our streets.

AMENDMENT NO. 3024

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, I
rise today to propose an amendment to
the energy bill that will promote the
safe and efficient supply of nuclear en-
ergy while maintaining strong environ-
mental protections. My amendment,
the Nuclear Safety and Promotion Act,
supports the growth of nuclear energy,
provides regulatory reform to the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, and ad-
dresses the personnel crisis at the NRC.

According to the Department of En-
ergy, we are going to have to increase
the amount of energy we produce by 30
percent by 2015 in order to meet our de-
mand. Nuclear power must be a signifi-
cant part of meeting this demand.

My amendment addresses an unin-
tended consequence of the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 1992 that will help nuclear
energy grow in our country. This act
created a combined construction and
operating license of 40 years. However,
it inadvertently caused the clock on
the 40-year period to begin ticking
when the license is issued, not when
the facility actually begins operating.
Since this could result in a difference
of several years, this amendment fixes
the quirk in the law by making the
clock on a license start when a facility
begins operating.

In addition, the Energy Policy Act of
1954 requires the NRC to perform anti-
trust reviews when considering initial
licensing. However, these reviews are
currently also performed by the De-
partment of Justice and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission. This
duplication is unnecessary and ineffi-
cient. My amendment establishes anti-
trust review authority firmly in the
hands of the Justice Department, who
has the experience and background to
best perform these reviews.

Under this new provision, the NRC
would have no authority to either re-
view the application or impose condi-
tions regarding antitrust matters on
any new or renewed license for com-
mercial reactors. The NRC simply
would be required to notify the Attor-
ney General when the NRC proposes to
issue a license for a reactor, and if the
Attorney General requests, the NRC
would provide general information
about the facility and the applicants.
Thus, the Attorney General would
make a determination as to whether
the proposed license for the reactor
would create or maintain a situation
inconsistent with antitrust laws.

The licensing process and the anti-
trust review are two different matters
and should be treated as such. The NRC
would continue with its licensing ac-
tion while the Justice Department
makes its determination. In fact, this
determination would not affect the
NRC’s licensing action in any way. If it
is determined that the license would
create or maintain a situation incon-
sistent with the antitrust laws, then
the Attorney General could take ac-
tion, but these actions would and
should be independent of NRC’s licens-
ing process.

While removing this inefficient dupli-
cative burden on the NRC, my amend-
ment also ensures that NRC maintains
authority of a facility regardless of its
status. In most cases, where a nuclear
power reactor licensee sells ownership
of a reactor to a new licensee, the re-
sponsibility for funding decommis-
sioning is the new owner’s, and decom-
missioning funds that have been set
aside in a trust fund are transferred to
the new licensee as part of the transfer.

However, in license transfers involv-
ing the Indian Point 3 and Fitzpatrick
reactors, the former licensee has re-
tained the trust funds. Although the
NRC, in approving the transfer of the
reactors, imposed conditions aimed at
ensuring that the former licensee may
only use the decomissioning funds for
that purpose, I, as well as the NRC, am
concerned about this situation not
being clearly provided for in law. My
amendment would provide the explicit
statutory authority to ensure that
decomissioning funds are used for that
purpose and that decomissioning is
done in accordance with NRC regu-
latory requirements. Furthermore, the
NRC would be able to retain a
decomissioning fund over sellers of nu-
clear facilities even though the seller
may no longer be a NRC licensee.
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Additionally, a provision of this

amendment would prevent any funds or
other assets held by a licensee or
former licensee of the NRC to be used
to satisfy the claim of any creditor
until the decontamination and
decomissioning of the nuclear power
reactor is completed. Both of these pro-
visions ensure that decomissioning
funds are used for decomissioning.

One of the biggest problems in our
country and government is the human
capital crisis, and the NRC is no dif-
ferent. The NRC currently has six
times as many employees older than 60
as it does under age 30, meaning that a
potential wave of retirements could
leave the agency without the expertise
it needs. Adding to this problem is the
fact that former employees cannot con-
sult for the NRC without jeopardizing
their pensions. These are people with
critical skills that cannot provide their
expertise without being penalized.

Fortunately, the Office of Personnel
Management has provided the NRC
with a limited-scope, temporary pen-
sion offset waiver to rehire former em-
ployees. My amendment would elimi-
nate this pension offset to help pre-
serve the knowledge base by allowing
individuals with critical skills to be
hired as consultants in future years.
Under this amendment, individuals
like the former Deputy Director of the
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research,
who has 44 years of experience in the
nuclear industry and is currently con-
sulting with the NRC due to the tem-
porary waiver, would be paid for their
consulting services to the NRC while
still receiving their federal pensions.

The NRC is also facing extreme
shortages of individuals with critical
safety skills. The numbers of education
and training programs in the two basic
disciplines, nuclear engineering and
health physics, are declining. From
1996 to 2001, university programs in nu-
clear engineering have declined 26 per-
cent, from 50 to 37, and healthy physics
programs have declined 12 percent,
from 49 to 43. Within the general dis-
ciplines, the NRC is experiencing short-
ages of people with a variety of critical
skills, including: nuclear process engi-
neering, thermal hydraulics, geology,
structural engineering, and transpor-
tation. The shortages in these fields
are a result of NRC’s aging workforce
and nuclear industry requirements.
Over the next decade, the demand for
nuclear engineers is projected to be
twice the supply, and for health physi-
cists, one and one half times the sup-
ply.

To help train and recruit the next
generation of nuclear regulatory spe-
cialists, this amendment authorizes
the NRC to fund academic fellowships
to address shortages of individuals
with critical safety skills. Instead of
the funding coming from user fees, $1
million would be authorized per year
for 2002–2005. The ability to fund train-
ing programs in specialized areas at
universities would enable the NRC to
implement more timely and effective

strategies to close future skill gaps
identified through the agency’s plan-
ning processes.

Our Nation needs to be responsible to
future generations. We must allow nu-
clear energy to grow today to meet fu-
ture needs. We also must realize that
our resources are scarce and we should
not waste them on duplicative and
costly regulatory burdens that place us
into further debt. We also must plan
for the future by ensuring that nuclear
plants are cared for properly when they
are closed, that we fully utilize the
people who have spent years in this in-
dustry, and that have future genera-
tions with the necessary critical skills.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3148 THROUGH 3156, EN BLOC

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
ask that the Senate now proceed to the
following amendments that are at the
desk. There are nine.

First is an amendment for Senator
CANTWELL relating to the high-power
density industry program; the second
is an amendment for Senator REID re-
lating to precious metal catalysis re-
search; the third is an amendment for
myself relating to energy savings asso-
ciated with water use; the fourth is an
amendment for Senator SCHUMER relat-
ing to appliance rebates; the fifth is an
amendment for Senator LANDRIEU re-
lating to small businesses; the sixth is
an amendment for Senator CORZINE re-
lating to public housing; the seventh is
an amendment for Senator KENNEDY
relating to schoolbuses; the eighth is
an amendment for Senator LINCOLN re-
lating to a decommissioning pilot pro-
gram; and the ninth is an amendment
for Senator MURKOWSKI relating to a
clean coal technology loan.

I ask for the immediate consider-
ation of these amendments, en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the amend-
ments, en bloc.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-
MAN] proposes amendments No. 3148 through
3156, en bloc.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous
consent reading of the amendments be
dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 3148

(Purpose: To improve energy efficiency in in-
dustries that use high power density facili-
ties)
On page 403, after line 12, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 1215. HIGH POWER DENSITY INDUSTRY PRO-

GRAM.
The Secretary shall establish a comprehen-

sive research, development, demonstration
and deployment program to improve energy
efficiency of high power density facilities,
including data centers, server farms, and
telecommunications facilities. Such program
shall consider technologies that provide sig-
nificant improvement in thermal controls,
metering, load management, peak load re-
duction, or the efficient cooling of elec-
tronics.

AMENDMENT NO. 3149

(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of En-
ergy to carry out research in the use of
precious metals in catalysis for the pur-
pose of developing improved catalytic con-
verters)
On page 403, after line 12, insert the fol-

lowing:
‘‘SEC. 1215. RESEARCH REGARDING PRECIOUS

METAL CATALYSIS.
‘‘The Secretary of Energy may, for the

purpose of developing improved industrial
and automotive catalysts, carry out research
in the use of precious metals (excluding plat-
inum, palladium, and rhodium) in catalysis
directly, through national laboratories, or
through grants to or cooperative agreements
or contracts with public or nonprofit enti-
ties. There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this section such sums as are
necessary for fiscal years 2003 through 2006.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3150

(Purpose: To provide for a report on energy
savings and water use)

At the end of title XVII, add the following:
SEC. 17 . REPORT ON ENERGY SAVINGS AND

WATER USE.
(a) REPORT.—The Secretary of Energy

Shall conduct a study of opportunities to re-
duce energy use by cost-effective improve-
ments in the efficiency of municipal water
and waste water treatment and use, includ-
ing water pumps, motors, and delivery sys-
tems; purification, conveyance and distribu-
tion; upgrading of aging water infrastruc-
ture, and improved methods for leakage
monitoring, measuring and reporting; and
public education.

(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—The Secretary
of Energy shall submit a report on the re-
sults of the study, including any rec-
ommendations for implementation of meas-
ures and estimates of costs and resource sav-
ings, no later than two years from the date
of enactment of this section..

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—There is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this section.

AMENDMENT NO. 3151

(Purpose: To provide funds to States to es-
tablish and carry out energy efficient ap-
pliance rebate programs)
At the end of subtitle A of title IX add the

following:
SEC. 9 . ENERGY EFFICIENT APPLIANCE RE-

BATE PROGRAMS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:.
(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘‘eligible

state’’ means a State that meets the require-
ments of subsection (b).

(2) ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘En-
ergy Star program’’ means the program es-
tablished by section 324A of the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act.

(3) RESIDENTIAL ENERGY STAR PRODUCT.—
The term ‘‘residential Energy Star product’’
means a product for a residence that is rated
for energy efficiency under the Energy Star
program.

(4) STATE ENERGY OFFICE.—The term
‘‘State energy office’’ means the State agen-
cy responsible for developing State energy
conservation plans under section 362 of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.S.C. 6322).

(5) STATE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘State pro-
gram’’ means a State energy efficient appli-
cants rebate program described in subsection
(b)(1).

(b) ELIGIBLE STATES.—A State shall be eli-
gible to receive an allocation under sub-
section (c) if the State—

(1) establishes (or has established) a State
energy efficient appliance rebate program to
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provide rebates to residential consumers for
the purchase of residential Energy Star prod-
ucts to replace used appliances of the same
type.

(2) submits an application for the alloca-
tion at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require; and

(3) provides assurances satifactory to the
Secretary that the State will use the alloca-
tion to supplement, but not supplant, funds
made available to carry out the State pro-
gram.

(c) AMOUNT OF ALLOCATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

for each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allo-
cate to the State energy office of each eligi-
ble State to carry out subsection (d) an
amount equal to the product obtained by
multiplying the amount made available
under subsection (e) for the fiscal year by
the ratio that the population of the State in
the most recent calendar year for which data
are available bears to the total population of
all eligible States in that calendar year.

(2) MINIMUM ALLOCATIONS.—For each fiscal
year, the amounts allocated under this sub-
section shall be adjusted proportionately so
that no eligible State is allocated a sum that
is less than an amount determined by the
Secretary.

(d) USE OF ALLOCATED FUNDS.—The alloca-
tion to a State energy office under sub-
section (c) may be used to pay up to 50 per-
cent of the cost of establishing and carrying
out a State program.

(e) ISSUANCE OF REBATES.—Rebates may be
provided to residential consumers that meet
the requirements of the State program. The
amount of a rebate shall be determined by
the State energy office, taking into
consideration—

(1) the amount of the allocation to the
State energy office under subsection (c);

(2) the amount of any Federal or State tax
incentive available for the purchase of the
residential Energy Star product; and

(3) the difference between the cost of the
residential Energy Star product and the cost
of an appliance that is not a residential En-
ergy Star product, but is of the same type as,
and is the nearest capacity, performance,
and other relevant characteristics (as deter-
mined by the State energy office) to the resi-
dential Energy Star product.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section such sums as are nec-
essary for fiscal year 2003 through fiscal year
2012.

AMENDMENT NO. 3152

(Purpose: To assist small businesses to
become more energy efficient)

On page 301, line 22, strike ‘‘organiza-
tions.’.’’ and insert the following: ‘‘organiza-
tions.

‘‘(d) SMALL BUSINESS EDUCATION AND AS-
SISTANCE.—The Administrator of the Small
Business Administration, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy and the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, shall develop and coordinate a gov-
ernment-wide program, building on the ex-
isting Energy Star for Small Business Pro-
gram, to assist small business to become
more energy efficient, understand the cost
savings obtainable through efficiencies, and
identify financing options for energy effi-
ciency upgrades. The Secretary and the Ad-
ministrator shall make the program infor-
mation available directly to small businesses
and through other federal agencies, includ-
ing the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, and the Department of Agri-
culture.’.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3153

(Purpose: To establish energy efficiency pro-
visions for public housing agencies, and for
other purposes)

At the end of subtitle D of title IX, add the
following:
SEC. 937. CAPITAL FUND.

Section 9 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437(g), as amended by sec-
tion 934, is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)(I)—
(A) in subparagraph (L), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’;
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (L) as

subparagraph (K); and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(L) integrated utility management and

capital planning to maximize energy con-
servation and efficiency measures.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(2)(C)—
(A) by striking ‘‘The’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) THIRD PARTY CONTRACTS.—Contracts

described in clause (i) may include contracts
for equipment conversions to less costly util-
ity sources, projects with resident paid utili-
ties, adjustments to frozen base year con-
sumption, including systems repaired to
meet applicable building and safety codes
and adjustments for occupancy rates in-
creased by rehabilitation.

‘‘(iii) TERM OF CONTRACT.—The total term
of a contract described in clause (i) shall be
for not more than 20 years to allow longer
payback periods for retrofits, including but
not limited to windows, heating system re-
placements, wall insulation, site-based gen-
erations, and advanced energy savings tech-
nologies, including renewable energy genera-
tion.’’.
SEC. 938. ENERGY-EFFICIENT APPLIANCES.

A public housing agency shall purchase en-
ergy-efficient appliances that are Energy
Star products as defined in section 552 of the
National Energy Policy and Conservation
Act (as amended by this Act) when the pur-
chase of energy-efficient appliances is cost-
effective to the public housing agency.
SEC. 939. ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.

Section 109 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
12709) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘the date of the enactment

of the Energy Policy Act of 1992’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘September 30, 2002’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’
at the end;

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the
period at the end and inserting a semi-colon;
and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) rehabilitation and new construction of

public and assisted housing funded by HOPE
VI revitalization grants, established under
section 24 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437v), where such standards
are determined to be cost effective by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment; and

(B) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘Council of
American’’ and all that follows through
‘‘life-cycle cost basis’’ and inserting ‘‘2000
International Energy Conservation Code’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘the date of the enactment

of the Energy Policy Act of 1992’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘September 30, 2002’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘CABO’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘1989’’ and inserting ‘‘the 2000
International Energy Conservation Code’’;
and

(3) in subsection (c)—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘MODEL
ENERGY CODE’’ and inserting ‘‘THE
INTERNATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVA-
TION CODE’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘CABO’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘1989’’ and inserting ‘‘the 2000
International Energy Conservation Code’’.
SEC. 940. ENERGY STRATEGY FOR HUD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development shall develop and
implement an integrated strategy to reduce
utility expenses through cost-effective en-
ergy conservation and efficiency measures,
design and construction in public and as-
sisted housing.

(b) ENERGY MANAGEMENT OFFICE.—The Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall create an office at the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for utility
management, energy efficiency, and con-
servation, with responsibility for imple-
menting the strategy developed under this
section, including development of a central-
ized database that monitors public housing
energy usage, and development of energy re-
duction goals and incentives for public hous-
ing agencies. The Secretary shall submit an
annual report to Congress on the strategy.

AMENDMENT NO. 3154

(Purpose: To provide for cleaner school
buses)

On page 183, line 15, strike ‘‘and’’ and all
that follows through line 19, and insert the
following:

(2) the term ‘‘idling’’ means not turning off
an engine while remaining stationary for
more than approximately 3 minutes; and

(3) the term ‘‘ultra-low sulfur diesel school
bus’’ means a school bus powered by diesel
fuel which contains sulfur at not more than
15 parts per million.

(k) REDUCTION OF SCHOOL BUS IDLING.—
Each local educational agency (as defined in
section 9101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801))
that receives Federal funds under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) is encouraged to
develop a policy to reduce the incidence of
school buses idling at schools when picking
up and unloading students.

AMENDMENT NO. 3155

(Purpose: To direct the Secretary of Energy
to establish a decommissioning pilot pro-
gram to decommission and decontaminate
the sodium-cooled fast breeder experi-
mental test-site reactor located in north-
west Arkansas)
On page 123, after line 17, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. 514. DECOMMISSIONING PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of En-
ergy shall establish a decommissioning pilot
program to decommission and decontami-
nate the sodium-cooled fast breeder experi-
mental test-site reactor located in northwest
Arkansas in accordance with the decommis-
sioning activities contained in the August 31,
1998 Department of Energy report on the re-
actor.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $16,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3156

(Purpose: To provide for certain clean coal
funding)

On page 443, after line 8, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 1237. CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY LOAN.

There is authorized to be appropriated not
to exceed $125,000,000 to the Secretary of En-
ergy to provide a loan to the owner of the ex-
perimental plant constructed under United
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States Department of Energy cooperative
agreement number DE–FC22–91PC99544 on
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
determines, including interest rates and up-
front payments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the amendments en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 3140 through
3156) were agreed to.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I move to recon-
sider the vote, and I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3152

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, last
week I joined with Senator KERRY in
offering an amendment dealing with
small business energy efficiency. That
particular amendment dealt with the
Energy Star Program, which is an im-
portant program in helping small busi-
nesses become more energy efficient.
The amendment I offer today, which
was developed with the help of Sen-
ators KERRY, ENSIGN, CANTWELL,
LIEBERMAN, and CARNAHAN, com-
plements that language.

First I would like to take a moment
to thank Senators BINGAMAN and MUR-
KOWSKI and their staffs for helping us
to address this issue given relatively
short notice. Despite the fact that they
have been very busy with many other
aspects of this bill, they took the time
to help us work out some language
that everyone could accept. I would
also like to echo Senator KERRY’s re-
marks last week thanking Byron
Kennard at the Center for Small Busi-
ness and the Environment and Carol
Werner at the Environmental and En-
ergy Study Institute for their role in
bringing this important issue to the
forefront.

Simply put, this amendment address-
es the need for Federal agencies to help
small businesses become more energy
efficient. I just want to take a minute
to explain why I believe this language
is necessary. Small businesses are
often the hardest hit by energy
unreliability and big price hikes. Many
operate on slim profit margins, so the
threat of big increases in electric bills
can force small businesses to lay off
workers or even to close their doors.

Restaurants, for example, are highly
energy intensive and they tend to use
energy inefficiently. As my colleagues
know, restaurants were some of the
hardest-hit businesses following the
slump in tourism after the September
11 attacks. Restaurants are also unique
because they also operate on narrow
margins of profit, so money saved on
energy bills can easily equal a big
boost in revenue. According to EPA,
saving 20 percent on energy operating
costs—something that’s easily achiev-
able—can increase a restaurant’s profit
as much as one-third.

Small firms, however, often lack ac-
cess to capital and the know-how to
purchase and install new energy effi-
cient products, and to fund the re-
search and development stage of such

innovations. As Senator KERRY ex-
pressed in his remarks yesterday, Fed-
eral agencies, the Small Business Ad-
ministration in particular, have the re-
sources, contacts and personnel nec-
essary to give a real helping hand to
small businesses in these situations.

The SBA, for instance, deals with
thousands of small businesses across
the country on a regular basis, serving
as a clearinghouse for information, a
counselor, and a guarantor of loans for
these businesses. It would be quite sim-
ple for the SBA to expand its role to
provide assistance in the area of energy
efficiency. The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the Department of En-
ergy, the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, and the Department of
Agriculture also have roles to play in
these efforts.

Let me share a success story from a
small business in my own State of Lou-
isiana. There is a law firm in Baton
Rouge, Jerry F. Pepper, APLC. The
firm recently remodeled its offices to
make them more energy efficient.
Thermostats, air filters, and lights
were all replaced with newer, more effi-
cient models.

The firm believes that, in addition to
a savings of $6,100 annually—let me re-
peat that amount, $6,100 per year—the
upgrades will improve employee mo-
rale and productivity, reduce indoor
pollution, and improve safety. Addi-
tionally, the upgrade for this firm—for
one law firm in Baton Rouge—is esti-
mated to reduce over 100,000 pounds of
carbon dioxide annually.

I want my colleagues to imagine for
a moment that every small business in
America upgraded its energy efficiency
with similar results. The savings in en-
ergy, pollution, and money would be
incredible. But these businesses cannot
do it on their own. Their profit mar-
gins are too tight; their resources are
too limited. But Federal agencies like
the SBA have the resources and know-
how to assist these businesses in these
efforts.

That is why I am proud to join other
members of the Small Business Com-
mittee to offer this important language
to help our Nation’s small businesses
become more energy efficient.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship, I am
pleased to join my colleague, Senator
LANDRIEU, in introducing an amend-
ment regarding the need to assist more
small businesses become energy effi-
cient.

This legislation reinforces a small
business amendment that Senator
LANDRIEU and I put forth last week re-
garding the Energy Star Program. It
was successfully adopted as part of the
Energy Policy Act of 2002, and I thank
Senators BINGAMAN and MURKOWSKI for
that.

There is an obvious missing player in
our efforts to increase the number of
small businesses that are using or de-
veloping products and processes that
save energy, and it is the Small Busi-

ness Administration. This amendment
directs the Administration to develop
and coordinate a government-wide pro-
gram that educates small firms about
the cost-benefits and business advan-
tages of energy efficiency.

I was astounded to learn last year,
during a hearing I held on the business
of environmental technologies, that
SBA is not actively working with DoE
and the EPA to advertise their joint
program for promoting energy effi-
ciency of small business. This is par-
ticularly hard to understand given that
there is so much work to be done.
There are an estimated 25 million
small businesses in this country, and
they account for more than half of all
the commercial energy used in North
America. However, according to Paul
Stolpman, who testified on behalf of
the EPA, only 3,000 small businesses
have partnered with EPA in commit-
ting to improve their energy perform-
ance.

I am not criticizing the EPA or the
Department of Energy; they have a
good initiative, and I support their ef-
forts. I am simply pointing out that
there are millions of small businesses
left to reach, millions of opportunities
to reduce energy consumption in this
country. It is basic common sense that
SBA could help significantly in that ef-
fort. After all the financial hardships
small businesses suffered over the last
couple of years because of price spikes
and unreliability, energy isn’t even a
prominent issue on SBA’s website.

To illustrate the power of education
and the need to coordinate outreach ef-
forts through the SBA, I would like to
share a story about one of the small
businesses in my home State of Massa-
chusetts that benefitted greatly from
making energy modifications. Carl
Faulkner is the owner of the Williams
Inn in Williamstown. Years ago, he was
approached by his energy company to
receive a free energy audit and rebates
to off-set the cost of upgrading his
lighting systems. It seemed like a good
idea, so he went ahead and took them
up on their offer. After all was said and
done, between the rebates and his new
energy savings, he recovered his ex-
penses in just 1 month. But that is not
the end of the story. The results of
those simple changes were so positive
that he was inspired to learn even more
about energy savings and to inves-
tigate where else his business was los-
ing money on unnecessary energy
usage. Since then he has put on special
roofing, replaced air conditioner units,
put insulation around pipes, and in-
stalled meters to determine when and
where his business uses the most en-
ergy. With this information, Mr.
Faulkner can bring down usage, saving
even more energy and money.

These simple changes have yielded
vast results. In January and February,
he saved more than $10,000. Mr. Faulk-
ner now considers energy efficiency a
never-ending process. He says if it
weren’t for outreach, he never would
have made these important changes to
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his business. He changed his business
from one that was consuming energy at
an unmonitored level to one that has
an energy management system that al-
lows him to identify other savings.

In addition to increasing energy effi-
ciency of small businesses in order to
reduce consumption, to reduce pollu-
tion, and to reduce reliance on foreign
oil, there is a need for Federal agencies
to increase their work with small busi-
ness to research and develop new tech-
nologies and processes that are more
energy efficient. In 1999, the SBA inves-
tigated the role of small business in
technological innovation and found
that when a market demands progress,
change, and evolution, small firms play
a key role. Just looking back to 1997,
there were more than 33,000 small firms
operating in the environmental indus-
try, with combined revenues of $52 bil-
lion. That is billion. In Massachusetts
alone, environmental technology busi-
nesses employ more than 30,000. No
matter how you cut it, revenues, jobs,
pollution reduction, energy supply, na-
tional security, there is a very good
reason to encourage the innovation of
efficient technology. And the Federal
Government needs to make a serious
effort to use small businesses to do
that research and development as
much as possible. At the very least, I
would like to see a focus on these top-
ics through the small business research
and development projects through the
Small Business Innovation Research
and Small Business Technology Trans-
fer initiatives. We have got the finest
research universities in the world and
certainly the most dynamic small busi-
ness sector. I want a coordinated and
heightened effort to use these re-
sources for national energy policy.

As I said yesterday when we were de-
bating the proposal to drill in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge, we cannot
drill our way out of our energy prob-
lem. We must innovate our way out of
our energy problem. Not just innova-
tion in more fuel efficient cars, but
also appliances. If the Bush adminis-
tration would fully implement effi-
ciency standards for appliances that
were issued in 1997 and last year, the
Department of Energy estimates the
total savings to business and con-
sumers to be $27 billion by 2030. Why?
Simply because of less energy use and
generally less demand when using more
efficient appliances. We can go further
with more innovation. And we need to
use Federal agencies to increase the
interplay between small businesses, in-
novation, and the Nation’s environ-
mental and energy goals.

I thank Senator LANDRIEU for offer-
ing this amendment. And again I thank
Senators BINGAMAN and MURKOWSKI,
and their staffs, for their help in pass-
ing this small business amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3153

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I would
like to thank my colleagues Senators
BINGAMAN and MURKOWSKI for their
support of and efforts to pass my
amendment to improve energy effi-

ciency in public housing, which cleared
the Senate Floor earlier today. I would
also like to thank my colleagues on the
Banking Committee, Chairman SAR-
BANES and Ranking Member GRAMM for
their assistance in passing this amend-
ment.

My amendment will help reduce our
Nation’s energy consumption and re-
duce long-term energy costs in public
housing. The amendment accomplishes
this by giving the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, HUD, and
the public housing authorities, PHAs,
it oversees the tools they need to in-
crease energy efficiency in public hous-
ing developments.

HUD and public housing authorities
oversee approximately 1.3 million units
of residential low-income public hous-
ing across the country. The Federal
Government spends approximately $1.4
billion each year just to cool, heat,
light, and supply water to these units.
Utility costs make up anywhere from
25 to 40 percent of a typical housing
authority’s operating budget.

Despite the large amount of Federal
dollars spent on energy usage in public
housing, there are virtually no re-
sources to help public housing authori-
ties manage their utility expenditures.
Furthermore, there are few incentives
for them to utilize energy efficient
technologies.

My amendment addresses these
issues, first, by establishing an Office
of Energy Management at HUD. This
office will coordinate energy manage-
ment activities throughout the public
housing system so that energy manage-
ment is less fragmented and technical
expertise is made available to all pub-
lic housing authorities.

The amendment will also improve fi-
nancial incentives available to public
housing authorities to implement en-
ergy saving strategies, such as window
replacements, heating system retrofits,
and other efficiency and renewable
measures. The amendment also encour-
ages public housing authorities to pur-
chase Energy Star appliances and
equipment when replacing outdated
building systems and equipment.

Finally, my amendment requires
that all new public housing construc-
tion meet current energy codes where
cost effective. Most States have not
adopted the most recent codes and, in
some cases, do not require adherence to
any code. Meeting these updated codes
will save public housing authorities as
much as 15 percent in annual energy
costs.

The bottom line is that this legisla-
tion would expand the resources avail-
able to provide low-income housing
without increasing Federal spending.
HUD has conservatively estimated that
improved energy management proc-
esses throughout all of its public hous-
ing programs could save about $200 mil-
lion annually. These savings could be
used to build more affordable housing
and improve the quality of life of pub-
lic housing residents. Improving energy
efficiency in public housing units will

also decrease utility costs for low-in-
come residents, who often pay a por-
tion of their utility expenses.

At a time of skyrocketing utility
costs and decreased public housing
funds, my amendment offers common-
sense solutions that will reduce public
housing’s reliance on fossil fuels and
free up resources to improve housing
for low-income families.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3028 AND 3070, WITHDRAWN

Mr. BINGAMAN. Finally, I ask unan-
imous consent amendment No. 3028 and
amendment No. 3070 be withdrawn.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Madam President, like
most of my colleagues, I have lived
through a number of the energy crises
which have afflicted our country. I was
living and working on the East Coast
during the first oil crisis in 1973 and
1974. People lined up at gas stations,
starting at 3 or 4 in the morning to
purchase a few gallons before the day’s
scarce supplies ran out.

In January 1977, during one of the
coldest winters ever recorded in Min-
nesota, I serve as the Energy Policy
Adviser to our State’s Governor, when
he declared Minnesota’s first official
energy emergency.

From 1983 to 1987, I served as com-
missioner of the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Energy and Economic Develop-
ment, where I was constantly moni-
toring the State’s energy supplies. I
will never forget one Christmas Eve,
which I spent trying to locate a refin-
ery that would reopen and provide des-
perately needed home heating oil to
people in northern Minnesota who had
run out of their own supplies.

From these experiences, I have be-
come a hard-headed realist and a prag-
matist about energy policy. I am well
aware of the fragility of our country’s
energy supplies, pipelines, trans-
mission lines, and refineries, where
even a small disruption can trigger
major dislocations which quickly cre-
ate a crisis. In a cold-weather State
like Minnesota, the consequences of a
disruption in energy supplies can be
very serious and even fatal.

I have viewed ‘‘renewable’’ or ‘‘alter-
native’’ forms of energy with hope but
also reservations. While sometimes
viable on a small scale, most of them
are not capable of supplying the large-
scale energy needs of our vast and com-
plex society and our economy. That is
why the percentage of U.S. energy con-
sumption from renewable sources has
remained essentially the same for the
last 40 years. In 1960, renewable pro-
vided 6.6 percent; and in the year 2000,
renewable energy provided 6.9 percent
of our country’s total energy consump-
tion. Why, despite their promise, de-
spite the encouragement and the finan-
cial assistance they have received, has
the usage of renewable energy sources
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in this country not increased in 40
years?

It is because none of them can com-
pete in price, supply, or public accept-
ance with the traditional energy
sources of oil, natural gas, coal, and
nuclear energy. As long as sufficient
supplies of these fuels remain reliably
available at current, stable prices, they
will be preferred over the alternatives.
They cost less per BTU; they can be
supplied in the quantities necessary for
our large and diverse economy; and
their production, transportation, and
distribution systems are all well estab-
lished.

Thus, our Nation’s de facto energy
policy has been for many years and
continues to be to maintain the status
quo. Despite all the warnings and dire
predictions, despite the occasional, but
so far short-lived crises, the status quo
has been the right short-term policy
during the last 30 years. However, the
question before us now is: Will these
primary fuels continue to be as less ex-
pensive, as available, and as reliable
during the next 10 years, 20 years, or 30
years? If there is sufficient doubt, are
we willing to design and implement a
transition willing to design and imple-
ment a transition over the next 10 or 20
years to include a viable alternative?
That is what a national energy policy
should do.

From my personal and professional
experience, I know that the so-called
‘‘bio-fuels’’ or ‘‘renewable fuels,’’ such
as ethanol, soy-diesel, and other fuels
derived from agricultural commodities
could be used in this country today to
replace 10 percent, 20 percent, or soon
50 percent or more of the gasoline used
on our Nation’s roads and highways.

Presently, the United States con-
sumers 25 percent of the world’s entire
oil production. About 44 percent of it is
produced domestically, and 56 percent
is imported from other countries.

Although the United States is cur-
rently the second largest producer of
oil, our domestic production, either
with or without ANWR, will not be
able to supply even half the amount we
consume. Since most of our remaining
oil supplies are more costly to extract,
it will be less expensive for us to buy
more of our oil from other countries.
That equation means we will continue
to become more dependent upon im-
ported oil. The only way to reduce sig-
nificantly the amount of foreign oil we
need is to reduce the amount of oil we
consume.

Seventy percent of the oil we produce
or import is used in our transportation
and most of that goes into our cars,
SUVs, trucks, and other motor vehi-
cles. In fact, about 1 of every 7 barrels
of oil produced in the entire world goes
into an American gas tank. So, if we
are ever going to reduce the amount of
oil we consume, motor fuel consump-
tion is the place to start.

Unfortunately, as I said earlier, we
are going in the other direction. As a
Nation, we are using more gasoline,
not less. More people are driving more

vehicles greater distances than even
before. And more of their vehicles are
less fuel efficient. In fact, last year the
total fleet fuel efficiency in this coun-
try dropped below that in 1980.

What are we doing about it? Nothing.
Government-mandated fuel efficiency
standards have not changed since 1985,
and an amendment to increase them in
this bill was defeated by a two-thirds
majority. Then light trucks were re-
moved entirely from future mileage
standards review. Light trucks and
SUVs, are the fastest growing seg-
ments of the U.S. market, and they are
among the least fuel efficient vehicles.

Some people advocate a significant
increase in Federal or State gasoline
taxes, to reduce fuel consumption to
encourage the purchase of more fuel-ef-
ficient vehicles, and to increase the
amount of money going into the High-
way Trust Fund. How many Members
of Congress who voted for a 10 cent per
gallon, of 20 or 30 cent per gallon tax
increase, would survive their next elec-
tion?

So, barring a severe jolt to the world
market, barring a large and lasting
jump in gasoline prices, everything
points toward increased gasoline con-
sumption, which means increased oil
consumption above the 25 percent of all
the world’s oil supply production that
we now consume.

Everything points in that direction
except for ethanol and other biofuels.
Ethanol is now made mostly from corn,
although other commodities such as
sugar beets, sugar cane, wheat, and
even wood chips have been converted
into ethanol. Ethanol has been around
for many years. Many Minnesota farm-
ers have distilled some of their grains,
drank the best of it, and refined the
rest into ethanol, which they put in
their trucks, tractors, and even cars.
With a few adjustments to the carbu-
retors, they worked just fine. Until re-
cently, however, ethanol could not be
used in most conventional American
engines, because it burned too cleanly
and acted as a solvent which dislodged
the grime attached to the walls of en-
gines.

Finally, the combustion process in
modern engines improved so that eth-
anol could be blended with gasoline.
That is how it has been used, and that
is how it is viewed in the debates this
week and last week—as an additive to
gasoline.

In fact, ethanol’s potential goes far
beyond that. It is not just an additive
to gasoline; it is an alternative to gaso-
line. An alternative which today could
be substituted for 20 percent of all the
gasoline consumed in the United
States, and with the near-term poten-
tial to substitute for over 50 percent of
the oil-based gasoline used in this
country. Imagine reducing the motor
consumption of gasoline in this coun-
try by more than half, with no change
in the types of cars, SUV’s, and light
trucks on the road. It would require
only slight engine modifications which
have been made to 2 million vehicles
already sold in the United States.

How do I know this? I know it be-
cause 5 years ago, the Minnesota Legis-
lature passed a law which mandated
that every gallon of gasoline sold in
our state be comprised of at least 10
percent ethanol. It was very controver-
sial then, and opponents used the same
scare tactics we have witnessed in this
debate: Prices would increase; supplies
would be inadequate and unreliable; en-
gines would be damaged; lives would be
disrupted. Today, in Minnesota, it is a
total non-issue. Most people have for-
gotten it is even in every gallon of gas
they buy. Last week, the price of a gal-
lon of regular, unleaded gasoline in
Minnesota was 20 cents less than in
California, a penny more than in New
York, two cents less than in Wisconsin,
and almost a nickel less than in Illi-
nois.

We have heard of a study, referred to
here, which is misunderstood and has
been presented as predicting that this
legislation would cause a 4-cent to 9-
cent increase in the cost of a gallon of
gasoline. That study by the Energy In-
formation Administration, isolating
the effect of ethanol, the ethanol man-
date in the legislation, actually found
the price of a gallon of gasoline would
go up by less than 1 cent.

But let us set aside the study and
conflicting opinions about what that
study says because that is projecting
into the future. I am talking about cur-
rent reality. What I am talking about
is the price of 10 percent blended eth-
anol in today’s gasoline in Minnesota
compared to other parts of the coun-
try. Again, that is just 10 percent eth-
anol blended with 90 percent gasoline.

I lease a Chrysler Town & Country,
which has the ‘‘flexible fuel’’ modifica-
tion to the regular engine, and it trav-
els throughout most of Minnesota on
E85 fuel. E85 is a blend of 85 percent
ethanol and 15 percent gasoline. It has
now been driven over 20,000 miles, in all
kinds of weather, through all four sea-
sons, and we have had no trouble with
it whatsoever.

The price of a gallon of E85 in Min-
nesota last week was $1.24, 21 cents less
than a gallon of regular unleaded in
Minnesota—forty-two cents less than a
gallon of regular unleaded gasoline in
California; 20 cents less than in New
York; and 26 cents less than in Illinois.

That price differential is not as good
as it seems. First, a gallon of ethanol
contains fewer BTUs than a gallon of
gasoline. Second, ethanol benefits from
a federal subsidy. As I said earlier, no
alternative fuel is less expensive per
equivalent BTU as our traditional en-
ergy supplies. But ethanol is already
close. And at higher levels of produc-
tion, the price will go down. As car and
truck manufacturers better adapt their
engine to ethanol, fuel efficiency will
improve. And, trust me, we have plenty
of corn, beets, and sugar cane, and
other agricultural commodities suit-
able for ethanol conversion all across
this country.

However, for ethanol production and
consumption to increase enough to
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cause a significant reduction in the
amount of gasoline consumed in this
country, it needs what Minnesota pro-
vided—a mandate; a mandate such as
this bill contains; a gradual, graduated,
achievable increase over a decade. With
that mandate, ethanol providers and
would-be providers will know there is a
reliable and growing market nation-
wide for ethanol.

Opponents have made much of the
fact that one company—Archer Daniels
Midland—produces 41 percent of this
country’s ethanol. What they don’t tell
you is that 25 years ago ADM produced
almost 100 percent of this country’s
ethanol. ADM’s market share has gone
down every year for the last 25 years,
and it will continue to go down as more
companies, and farm Coops, make it
possible and profitable to produce eth-
anol. For unlike gasoline, ethanol’s
raw products are available all over this
country. They can be grown in most
parts of this country. Where there are
large markets, like California or New
York, refineries will locate there. Just
as California, as it population grew, de-
clined to depend on milk and cheese
from Minnesota and Wisconsin, and de-
veloped its own instate industry which
supplies, actually oversupplies, its
State’s entire need.

If ethanol must be transported by
truck, or tanker, or rail from one part
of this country to another, it is far
shorter and thus less expensive than
importing oil, gasoline, and MTBE
from all over the world. Seventy-five
percent of California MTBE currently
arrives by barge, the majority of it
from Saudi Arabia. That is why the
price per gallon increases which have
been used on this floor defy common
sense. And they are wrong.

The alternative to doing nothing
with ethanol is doing nothing at all—
nothing except increasing our national
consumption of gasoline and oil. If
world prices remain the same as today,
and if world and domestic supplies can
reliably satisfy our nation’s ever-grow-
ing demand, then that ‘‘continue the
status quo’’ strategy will continue to
be less expensive than a transition to
10 percent or 20 percent or 50 percent
ethanol.

But those who live by the sword, die
by the sword. Those who want to bet
this Nation’s entire transportation sec-
tor on the status quo continuing indefi-
nitely are taking a big gamble. Anyone
who believes the United States can
continue to get 25 percent of the
world’s entire oil production at today’s
prices are making a hugely optimistic
assumption.

Yes. There will likely be an incre-
mental cost to a transition to ethanol
nationwide. There is always a short-
term cost to diversification. A business
that has one produce line incurs a cost
to developing a second or a third prod-
uct. As long as the first product con-
tinues to sell, overall profits will be
slightly down. But when that product
falters, and the others come on line,
the company will prosper and grow,
rather than decline.

Someone who owns only one stock
incurs a short-term cost diversifica-
tion. But someone who is betting their
entire future on that one stock is a
foolish person to do so. For the United
States to bet our country’s entire en-
ergy future on uninterrupted consump-
tion of our ever more traditional en-
ergy sources is to make a very unwise
bet.

We can afford the small incremental
costs of transition if they lead to really
substantial alternatives. That is what
ethanol and biodiesel would do—re-
place 20 percent of today’s diesel fuel
over this entire country.

I am a Senator from a corn- and soy-
bean-producing State. Is ethanol pro-
duction an economic boon to many
Minnesota farmers? Yes; it is. I hope it
will continue to raise market prices for
these agricultural commodities, which
will reduce the need for and the
amount of taxpayer subsidies. How-
ever, I would not stand on the floor of
the Senate today and advocate ethanol
as an alternative fuel for the entire
country if I did not believe—if I were
not certain—that it would be good for
the entire country.

It will take the decade which this bill
uses to increase ethanol production to
an amount where it can be used as a
consistent 10 percent blend nationwide.
That is what Minnesota uses today.
That would be 10 percent less oil-based
gasoline. And that is twice as much oil
alternative as ANWR would produce at
that point in time.

It will take another decade to in-
crease ethanol production to replace up
to 50 percent of our current gasoline
consumption. We should hope we have
that long as a nation before a signifi-
cant increase in the price of gasoline or
a lack of supply causes a serious dis-
ruption in our economy and in our
lives. If, however, at that point in time
we are using 50 percent less gasoline,
we will have a real alternative fuel at
a lower cost and a more reliable supply
based right here in the United States.

If we don’t undertake this transition,
then we will have nothing—nothing
that we can do. That is what the
amendment that strips this bill of any
fuel alternative will leave this country
in the future—nothing, no alternative.
That is a very bleak future.

Thank you. I yield the floor.
(The remarks of Mr. MCCONNELL and

Mrs. FEINSTEIN pertaining to the intro-
duction of S. 2194 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BINGAMAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, may I be recognized as in morn-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Florida.

f

DRILLING IN ANWR
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I congratulate the Senate for the
tremendous vote we had today on basi-
cally dispensing with the attempt to
amend the bill of the Senator from New
Mexico to drill in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. The vote ended up
being a lot stronger than a lot of peo-
ple expected. For us just to talk about
the sensitive environment and the
drilling is certainly a very important
component of the question. But the
question is so much more comprehen-
sive. It is a question of when is Amer-
ica going to be energy reliant, and are
we going to ween ourselves from our
dependence on foreign oil, and how are
we going to produce that energy?

As the chairman of the Energy Com-
mittee has reminded us many times,
the biggest part of our energy con-
sumption is in the transportation sec-
tor. And if we don’t ever address the
enormous consumption of energy in the
cars that we drive, then we will remain
dependent on all that foreign oil. There
is an easy way to do that, and that is
to use this beneficence of American in-
genuity called technology and apply it
to the problem and increase the miles
per gallon in our automobiles and
SUVs and light trucks, which we can
do so well.

Already we have hybrid vehicles
that, because of a computer, go back
and forth between an electric genera-
tion and gasoline generation, and you
cannot tell the difference as the driver
and the passenger, with all the crea-
ture comforts that we enjoy in our
automobiles.

So I congratulate the Senate and I
congratulate the chairman of the En-
ergy Committee—who now graciously
has offered to take the Chair so that I
might make these few remarks—for an
extraordinary effort. I hope that now
he is able to proceed with the energy
bill and finally get it passed out of this
body.

I also want to take a moment to
state, with a sober and heavy heart,
what we are facing in the Middle East.
From the standpoint of the United
States, it is very clear what is in our
interest, and that is peace in the Mid-
dle East, a cessation of firing, a cre-
ation of an environment where the par-
ties can come together.

A week and a half ago I was in Da-
mascus, Syria, and met with the new
young President who took over after
his father died, President Assad. We
said: President Assad, now is the time
for leaders outside of the Palestinians
and the Israelis to emerge in the area
and to realize that it is in your interest
that there be peace in the Middle East.

We thanked him for his help and his
intelligence network with regard to
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our efforts in going after the al-Qaida
terrorists.

We said: President Assad, you have
to go after the groups, such as
Hezbollah, that you are offering facili-
ties to, which are also fostering ter-
rorism.

Of course, he rejected that. His point
of view was that they were freedom
fighters. There is a lot of politics in it.

It will take leaders such as Assad and
the leader of Lebanon, with whom I
met yesterday, the Prime Minister of
Lebanon, Rafiq Hariri, to emerge as
leaders in the Arab world and say: We
have to change the old ways; we have
to do it differently, and violence and
killing is not in our interest.

Those Arab leaders are going to have
to say vigorously to their colleagues
that it is in their interest that they
create an environment where they can
solve this violent situation in the Mid-
dle East and bring the Palestinians and
Israelis together. As the Good Book
says, ‘‘Come let us reason together.’’

I am very grateful that the Senator
took the Chair so I could come to my
desk and make these remarks.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are

waiting, as I have indicated, for Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI. As I indicated an
hour or so ago, he had to go to a fu-
neral in Arlington. We are going to
hopefully agree on bringing up an
amendment he has dealing with Iraq.
That will probably take about 45 min-
utes, and then we will move to the bor-
der security matter. So those Senators
wishing to speak in morning business,
the time may be limited today.

We certainly have time for Senator
CORZINE to speak for up to 10 minutes.
I ask unanimous consent that Senator
CORZINE be allowed to speak for up to
10 minutes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Jersey.
f

SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND,
THE SECURITY AMERICANS NEED
Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, today I

rise to speak out on a subject that is
both timely and extremely important
to the American people. A few hours
ago, the House of Representatives,
showing an unimaginable indifference
to the retirement security of American
families, and further undermining the
integrity of the Social Security trust
fund, made permanent the tax cuts
that were enacted last year.

The bill they passed really frames a
stark choice for the American people:

Do we take payroll tax revenues that
working people, working Americans,
thought were being dedicated to the
Social Security trust fund and use
them instead to pay for this huge new
tax cut, a tax cut that really goes to
the wealthiest of Americans or should
we be using Social Security revenues,
payroll taxes, for their intended use,
securing the Social Security trust fund
for this and future generations?

It is a pretty fundamental choice. It
is pretty starkly laid out by the nature
of the tax cut that was endorsed by the
House Republicans today. It is a choice
that will impact all Americans.

I believe if Americans were asked,
they might come up with a different
answer. I think they would choose se-
curity, Social Security, not tax breaks
that would take the security out of So-
cial Security.

I want to give one perspective. The
tax cut that was implemented today in
the House is about $400 billion more in
the next decade, and 60 percent of that
upcoming tax cut goes to those with
incomes over $500,000. That is hard to
believe. Of the additional $400 billion,
60 percent is going to people with in-
comes over $500,000. I have a hard time
understanding why we are taking pay-
roll taxes and the Social Security trust
fund to fund that kind of tax cut.

The effort to make that tax cut per-
manent is not only misallocating re-
sources, but in my view it is draining
the resources that are badly needed to
protect Social Security in the years
ahead for those millions of baby
boomers who will be retiring in the
coming decades. It is really quite sub-
stantial.

Right now, Social Security has about
46 million folks retired. In another 20
years, that will be 72 million. So it is a
big change in the population. That is
what the demographic bubble is all
about. How are we going to pay for it if
we are going to implement tax cuts
that are going to take as much as $4
trillion away from the ability of the
American public to have revenues to
pay for Social Security in the years
ahead in the second 10 years? It is hard
for me to understand.

More importantly, I want to consider
two numbers. The 75-year cost of the
tax cut is $8.7 trillion. That is a lot of
money. It will take awhile to count
that far. By contrast, the shortfall in
the funding to maintain the currently
guaranteed benefits for Social Security
beneficiaries, of all generations over
the next 75 years, is only $3.7 trillion.
So we have more than two times cov-
erage by the tax cut that was imple-
mented. If it were to be followed in the
way the House did it, we would be giv-
ing up those revenues to cover the
needs of Social Security. I do not get
it. We have the resources, if we have
the will, to make sure that Social Se-
curity is there for each and every gen-
eration.

So that is part of the trouble. Unfor-
tunately, these drains on Social Secu-
rity revenues that are caused by this

tax cut are step 1 in the administra-
tion’s plan to undermine the security
of Social Security. Step 2 is to pri-
vatize that program; that is, taking $1
trillion out of the trust fund—it is ac-
tually a little more than $1 trillion,
but for round numbers, and it is a big
number—in the next decade so we can
provide funding for these private ac-
counts. That is going to lead to a dra-
matic cut in benefits which are abso-
lutely necessary.

If one has any doubt about it, they
just have to look at the report released
by the President’s Commission on So-
cial Security. They talk about it them-
selves. That, when it gets translated
into individual lives, as we move to the
next chart, will reduce benefits for a
30-year-old about 20 percent when they
retire in about 2032.

For those who are a little younger
than that, it will be almost 45 percent
by 2075, a cut in Social Security bene-
fits, 20 percent for 30-year-olds, 25 per-
cent for people who are starting in the
workplace, and about 45 percent for
younger Americans.

If one thinks Social Security benefits
are lavish, I think we all have another
review to go through. That 25- to 45-
percent cut, that goes against benefits
that average about $10,000 a year for
most Social Security beneficiaries. For
most seniors, Social Security is their
only source of income, about two-
thirds of them. I do not know what
happens in Florida, but in my State of
New Jersey $10,000 is not a princely
sum. It is not going to allow our sen-
iors to have a tremendously flush life-
style.

To the President’s commission, that
$10,000 looks like too much because
they are instituting a program that, in
fact, will undermine the ability to
maintain those guaranteed benefits at
that level. I think that is hard to be-
lieve as well. That is step 2.

They do not want us to have the abil-
ity to maintain those guaranteed bene-
fits. What they want to do is have that
tax cut that I talked about before.

So I have to say that both for myself
and for my colleagues, most of us on
this side of the aisle, we have a dif-
ferent view about protecting Social Se-
curity. We think protecting the secu-
rity of working American families
must be our top priority. We are going
to fight long and hard and steady to
make sure Social Security is not un-
dermined—not today, as was done
through the passage of this tax bill in
the House, not tomorrow, or in the
years ahead, not ever.

Today’s choice that was put in front
of us is whether Social Security is real-
ly about the security of all Americans
in their retirement years. I do not
think we should be taking the term
‘‘security’’ out of Social Security. We
ought to stand firm with it. That is
what this debate will be about as we go
forward day after day.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
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Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent

that the Senator from Nebraska be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nebraska.
f

RENEWABLE FUELS STANDARD

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, perhaps
no issue related to the energy debate in
the Senate has suffered more as a re-
sult of misinformation than the renew-
able fuels standard agreement. This
historic agreement was arrived at after
years of careful and considerate nego-
tiation from all sectors of interest; en-
vironmentalists, fanners, oil industry
representatives, and politicians in-
cluded.

Simply stated, it directs the gradual
increased production and integration of
ethanol and other biofuels—renewable
fuel sources—into the U.S. fuel supply.
The increase in available alternative
fuels such as ethanol and biodiesel are
sure to result in a cleaner environ-
ment, an ease on supply, and a reduc-
tion on the U.S. dependence on foreign
oil—a national security imperative.

Opponents of the renewable fuels
standard have raised the specter of an
increase in gas prices as a result of in-
creased ethanol production. Some
claim that motorists could pay as
much as 4 to 9 cents extra per gallon.
However, in parts of the Nation where
ethanol constitutes a significant share
of the market, over the past 10 years,
there has been essentially no difference
in price between ethanol and noneth-
anol gasoline.

According to a consulting firm work-
ing for the Oxygenated Fuels Associa-
tion, whose members produce and mar-
ket MTBE, 70 percent of which is im-
ported—the defeat of the RFS will keep
the MTBE market alive—it is 4 to 9.75
cents per gallon. According to the De-
partment of Energy’s Energy Informa-
tion Administration it is 5 to less than
1 cent per gallon. The marketplace re-
ality is: 20 years’ experience in Ne-
braska—$.01 less than ethanol-free gas-
oline at the pump; 10 years’ experience
in Minnesota—$.08 less than gasoline at
the wholesale level; 1.5 years’ experi-
ence in California—no essential dif-
ference to the public; and 10 years’ ex-
perience nationwide—no essential dif-
ference to the public.

The question is which numbers do
you believe. Furthermore, the avail-
ability of ethanol blends has been
shown to drive down the price of all
gasoline as a result of market forces.

Another false argument against
ethanol’s we’ve heard is that producing
ethanol consumes nearly as much non-
renewable oil as the ethanol replaces.
The latest U.S. Department of Agri-
culture report demonstrates that eth-
anol production has a positive energy
balance of 1:1.34 and only 17 percent of
that energy comes from fossil oil. The
bulk of the energy used in fertilizing
the crops and to power ethanol produc-

tion plants comes from natural gas or
coal. Additionally, with farmers using
more ethanol and biodiesel in their ve-
hicles, and the advance of biorefineries
using cellulosic biomass including agri-
cultural and forestry crops and resi-
dues, as well as other biomass and ani-
mal waste with disposal problems, the
use of fossil fuels to produce biofuels
could approach zero.

Where opponents really miss the
point is in their failure to recognize
the threat posed to America’s national,
energy, and economic security by our
dangerous dependence on oil imports.
In 1999, America was importing over 55
percent of its oil and petroleum prod-
ucts. Just 2 years later, our depend-
ency increased to over 59 percent—and
part of those supplies are in jeopardy
because of the unpredictability of Sad-
dam Hussien and political instability
in other oil-producing nations.

Failure to provide an adequate mar-
ket for ethanol is a major factor in pre-
venting the emergence of biofuels made
from cellulosic biomass. The renewable
fuels standard is critical to advance
biorefinery technology that will
produce urgently needed refined, do-
mestic, renewable, and clean burning
biofuels. The biorefineries, very small
compared to oil refineries, will be well
disbursed throughout the country and
much less prone to terrorists’ attacks.

Opponents wail about a monopoly in
the ethanol industry and that only a
small group of producers will benefit
from the renewable fuels standard.
This is inaccurate on two fronts.

Essentially all the ethanol and bio-
diesel plants under construction and in
planning phases are smaller plants
owned by cooperatives and community
enterprises. More importantly, the
RFS will provide the impetus to launch
the construction of biorefineries across
the Nation.

Some perceive the RFS as a targeted
massive Federal Government subsidy
to benefit only farm belt States. In
fact, the renewable fuels standard will
encourage technology advancements
that could be located and employed in
any region of the United States, not
just the ‘‘corn states.’’ It will enhance
the Nation’s economy, surely in agri-
culture-based economies, but also
through support industries, new jobs,
research and development, and opening
new markets for agriculture products.

This may displays existing ethanol
plants, plants under construction and
ethanol, biodiesel, and other biofuels
plants under consideration. As you can
see, with the renewable fuels standard,
biorefineries will soon be operating in
most State of the Nation.

There is no question that the renew-
able fuels standard will reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil. It will slow the
deterioration of the environment
through the reduction of fossil fuel
emission and spills, enhance national,
energy and economic security, create a
new industrial base with tens of thou-
sands of new, high quality jobs, and
strengthen homeland security by pro-

viding hundreds, perhaps thousands, of
community-oriented biorefineries pro-
ducing biofuels, biochemicals, and bio-
electricity.

There are those who believe that
ethanol’s current tax incentives are
sufficient, and obviate the need for the
renewable fuels standard calling for an
expanding market for biofuels. For the
past 10 years the price of ethanol was
generally below the price of 87 octane
at both the wholesale and the retail
levels. At current capacity, there is a
surplus of ethanol driving wholesale
price of ethanol well below the whole-
sale price of gasoline.

On April 11 of this year, the whole-
sale price of gasoline in New York was
84 cents while the national average
cost of wholesale ethanol was 55 cents.
If ethanol was available in New York
City gasoline today, the price to the
consumer should be considerably less
than ethanol-free gasoline. I say should
because the ethanol industry is always
at the pricing mercy of the gasoline
marketers. Routinely, the octane value
of the ethanol accrues to the gasoline
industry not to the ethanol producers.
Again, historically, the availability of
ethanol in the marketplace drives
down the cost of all gasoline because of
market forces.

According to the Society of Inde-
pendent Gasoline Marketers of Amer-
ica,

The federal benefits afforded ethanol-
blended fuels have been an important, pro-
competitive influence on the nation’s gaso-
line markets. By enhancing the ability of
independent marketers to price compete
with their integrated oil company competi-
tors, this program has increased independent
marketers’ economic viability and reduced
consumers’ costs of gasoline.

Then there is the issue of the overall
cost of the ethanol industry. Opponents
claim that the cost of the program ex-
ceeds the benefits. This is refuted by a
recent study: the Economic Analysis of
Legislation for a Renewable Fuels Re-
quirement for Highway Motor Fuels,
conducted by AUS Consultants.

It will displace 1.6 billion barrels of
oil over the next decade; reduce our
trade deficit by $34.1 billion; increase
new investment in rural communities
by more than $5.3 billion; boost the de-
mand for feed grains and soybeans by
more than 1.5 billion bushels over the
next decade; create more than 214,000
new jobs throughout the U.S. economy;
and expand household income by an ad-
ditional $51.7 billion over the next dec-
ade.

The RFS in this bill represents a con-
tinuation of sound public policy sup-
porting the biofuels industry that has
brought benefits to the Nation over the
past quarter a century.

Two States are showing us the way—
Minnesota and Nebraska. We can also
look to the major advances being made
in Europe and Brazil.
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I am unabashedly proud of what my

home State has accomplished. The for-
mation of the National Governors’ Eth-
anol Coalition was one of the impor-
tant steps. Nebraska and several other
Midwestern States created this coali-
tion that now consists of 26 States and
one U.S. territory, as well as Brazil,
Canada, Mexico, and Sweden. Since its
formation in 1991, the Governors’ Eth-
anol Coalition has worked to expand
national and international markets for
biofuels. American firms are working
with India, Thailand, Colombia, and
other countries to help them establish
biofuels industries.

Within the State of Nebraska, during
the period from 1991–2001, seven ethanol
plants were constructed and several of
these facilities were expanded more
than once during the decade. Specific
benefits of the ethanol program in Ne-
braska include:

$1.15 billion in new capital invest-
ment in ethanol processing plants.

1,005 permanent jobs at the ethanol
facilities and 5,115 induced jobs di-
rectly related to plant construction,
operation, and maintenance. Average
salaries at the ethanol processing fa-
cilities range from $38,000–$56,000 de-
pending on geographic location. The
permanent jobs generate an annual
payroll of $44 million.

More than 210 million bushels of corn
and grain sorghum is processed at the
plants annually. Economists at Purdue
University and the USDA estimate
that the price of corn increases from
9.9 cents–10 cents per bushel for every
100 million bushels of new demand.
Local price basis increases in Nebraska
range from 5–15 cents.

The trend of marketing wet distillers
grains for cattle feeding generates at
least $41 million in increased economic
activity annually according to a 1999
report by the University of Nebraska.
Of the $41 million increase, 85 percent
accrues to cattle feeders in the form of
reduced costs and increased gains, and
15 percent accrues to the plants.

Local tax bases are more diversified
in areas where plants are located. Sev-
eral smaller communities have experi-
enced increases in housing construc-
tion and new business start-ups associ-
ated with services related to plant op-
erations.

Jobs among the skilled trades have
increased. Pipe fitters, steamfitters,
steel workers, and construction engi-
neering trades are involved in plant
construction.

Value is added to grain processed at
ethanol plants. Today, a $2.00 bushel of
corn is processed into products worth
at least $5.00. Gasoline purchased from
refineries outside Nebraska is displaced
by ethanol produced in the State,
thereby retaining energy dollars in the
local economy.

These economic benefits have in-
creased each year during the past dec-
ade due to plant expansion, employ-
ment increases, and additional capital
investment.

If each State followed the Minnesota
and Nebraska models, which are dif-

ferent in several respects, and produced
10 percent of its own domestic, renew-
able fuels, America will have turned
the corner and that noose of oil-import
dependency and climate change will
begin to loosen.

I know there is doubt among my col-
leagues from States without farm crops
about the ability to provide the needed
starch, sugar, or oil seed crops to
produce biofuels and other biorefinery
products. There are more than ade-
quate supplies of cellulosic biomass in
each State to meet the 10 percent goal:
agricultural and forestry crops and res-
idues; rights-of-way, parks, yard and
garden trimmings; and the clean por-
tion of the biomass fraction of our mu-
nicipal waste.

A major resource commitment is
needed in this country to ensure that,
10 years from now, we have established
the commercial technology base to
produce many billions of gallons per
year of renewable fuels, in dispersed
and decentralized installations around
the nation. The feedstocks must be di-
versified with the end uses ranging
from gasoline to diesel to aviation
fuels. We also need to quantify the ‘‘ex-
ternality costs’’ of our current im-
ported oil dependence, in order to en-
sure we are not paying those costs 10
years form now.

Over the past few days, we have
learned that we cannot drill our way
out of our dangerous oil dependency.
We have decided to support a renewable
energy portfolio standard that will in-
crease our use of renewable resources
like solar, wind, geothermal, hydro,
and biomass to produce electricity.

We sue very little oil to produce elec-
tricity. We use oil to power our trans-
portation sector. That is where we are
most vulnerable.

The renewable fuels standard is abso-
lutely necessary in order to expand the
biofuels industry into the use of cel-
lulosic biomass, which is in great abun-
dance throughout the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
MURKOWSKI is present. As I indicated,
he was obligated to attend a funeral
this afternoon. We have a unanimous
consent request we would like to offer.
I want to make sure it is cleared on the
other side. Until we get that done,
what I ask is Senator STABENOW be rec-
ognized as in morning business for 10
minutes, and then the Senator from
Missouri, Mrs. CARNAHAN, be recog-
nized as in morning business for 6 min-
utes. Then we will proceed to offering
the unanimous consent agreement with
Senator MURKOWSKI.

As I indicated earlier, what we will
do is ask that there be 60 minutes
equally divided and a vote, so there
will be a vote at about 5:15 today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Michigan.

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COSTS
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the opportunity to speak to
my colleagues today about an incred-
ibly important issue, and that is the
question of the rising costs of health
care, particularly as it relates to the
cost of prescription drugs. I think the
headline in this week’s Washington
Post column by David Broder said it
all: Our health care system is in a
‘‘death cycle.’’

The greatest country in the world,
the most extensive health care system
in the world, most sophisticated sys-
tem, and we have a respected col-
umnist saying it is in a death cycle. I
suggest one of the major reasons for
this is the uncontrollable cost of pre-
scription drugs in this country.

There is something wrong when we
are involved as taxpayers, as Ameri-
cans, in funding research for prescrip-
tion drugs—which I support—providing
tax credits for research and develop-
ment for the companies to be able to do
incredibly important, lifesaving re-
search. Yet we in the United States of
America pay the highest prices of any-
one in the world. That is not an exag-
geration—higher than anyone in the
world.

If you are uninsured—and particu-
larly for our seniors who may use 18
different medications in a year; that is
the average—if you are uninsured, if
you are someone walking in and paying
retail, you pay the most of anyone any-
where in the United States and the
world.

This is extremely troubling. We are
not talking about buying something
that is optional; we are talking about
lifesaving medications. Whether I am
talking to my hospital administrators
or the Big Three auto companies or
small businesses or senior citizens or a
family with a disabled child or anyone
who is involved in purchasing prescrip-
tion drugs, I hear the same thing over
and over: We have a system that is bro-
ken. It is broken. We have to fix it.

I am here today asking my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to
join with us in that sense of urgency
about fixing this problem.

Whenever we talk about costs, we
hear from the companies that in order
to lower costs we will lose valuable re-
search. None of us wants to lose re-
search. We support that. We support
funding research. We will do that again
this year. But the facts do not show us
that we have to suffer and lose re-
search in order to lower costs.

We know that among the largest
companies, on average, they spend
twice as much on advertising and pro-
motion as they do on research. We also
know in an average year there will be
about 88,000 people working to promote
and to advertise prescription drugs and
on average 48,000 people involved in re-
search. There are 88,000 people involved
in promoting and advertising, 48,000 in-
volved in research.

I think every American knows, just
by turning on the television set, that
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we have seen an explosion in adver-
tising. Unfortunately, what has hap-
pened is we have seen that explosion in
advertising causing an explosion in our
costs of 18 percent to 20 percent a year.

Something is wrong when there are
almost twice as many people involved
in promoting a drug and advertising a
drug as there are people researching
new medications. There is also some-
thing wrong when we can go across the
bridge or through the tunnel to Can-
ada—Mr. President, that is 5 minutes
in Michigan. We can go across the
bridge and we can cut our costs in half
for American-made, FDA-approved
medications.

I have twice taken a group of seniors
across the border, going through the
Canadian medical society, and then
going into the Canadian pharmacies.
We have seen dramatic results. I will
just share a couple.

In Michigan, Zocor, a drug to reduce
cholesterol, costs $109.73 for 50 5-milli-
gram tablets. In Canada, the exact
same prescription costs $46.17—$109.73
and $46.17. Since we as taxpayers in the
United States have helped to subsidize
the research—which I support doing—I
also want to see us get a price break
for the tax dollars that are helping to
do this.

I also know that tamoxifen, a breast-
cancer-treating drug, is available for
about $136 in Michigan. When we went
to Canada, with breast cancer patients,
they got it for $15. There is something
wrong with the laws that say our peo-
ple cannot freely go back and forth—
our hospitals, our businesses—and get
those lower costs.

There is something wrong with a sys-
tem where small businesses are seeing
25, 30, 35 percent or more increases in
their health care premiums. I have had
small business people come to me say-
ing they will have to drop their insur-
ance because they cannot afford the
premium increases. The majority of
that is the cost of prescription drugs.

We have a lot of work to do. There is
something wrong in a country as
blessed and as wealthy as the United
States when there are seniors who got
up this morning, sat at the kitchen
table, and said: Do I eat today or do I
take my medicine? Do I pay the elec-
tric bill or do I take my medicine?

We can do better than that. We have
an obligation to do better than that. I
believe one piece of that is Medicare
coverage and updating our Medicare
system to cover prescription drugs. But
I believe it is also much more than
that. I believe it is making generics
available once the patent has run its
course and finding ways to make sure
those laws are enforced and not under-
mined. It is making sure that research
is done, and we reward and help fund
that, and invest in that more than we
are investing in advertising. It is mak-
ing sure our business community can
afford premiums, that we have com-
petition across the border, making sure
we are able to provide prescriptions at
the lowest possible cost while still al-

lowing important research to happen
and our pharmaceutical industry to
thrive.

I believe we can do all of that if we
have a focus on the right values and
priorities when it comes to this debate.

I simply say it is now time for a
sense of urgency. If a child in our fam-
ily is sick or if we have a parent who
needs lifesaving medication and can’t
afford it, if we have someone in our
family who needs an operation, we feel
a sense of urgency. We feel a sense of
urgency if someone needs nursing home
care or if someone needs some other
kind of health care.

We need that same kind of sense of
urgency when it comes to public policy
on health care.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to join with us in the coming
weeks to lower the fastest growing part
of that health care dollar; that is, the
cost of prescription drugs and life-
saving medication.

We can do better than we are doing
for our seniors and our families. We
can do better than we are doing for the
business community. We can do better
than we are doing for everybody in our
country if we are willing to get to
work. I hope we are going to do that.

I yield the floor.
f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senator
from Missouri completes her state-
ment, Senator MURKOWSKI be recog-
nized to offer his Iraqi oil import
amendment; that there be 60 minutes
for debate prior to the vote in relation
to the amendment with the time equal-
ly divided and controlled in the usual
form; that there be no intervening
amendment in order prior to the vote
in relationship to the Murkowski
amendment; that upon the use or yield-
ing back of the time without further
intervening action or debate the Sen-
ate proceed to vote in relation to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order to
ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
f

LEAVE NO CHILD BEHIND ACT

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, last
year, Democrats and Republicans
joined together with President Bush to
enact a monumental and far-reaching
education bill.

This new law, the Leave No Child Be-
hind Act, will bring new resources and
meaningful reform to our Nation’s
schools.

It establishes new academic stand-
ards for students, increases teacher
training, and demands new levels of ac-
countability, while increasing flexi-
bility with Federal funds at the State
and local level.

I am hopeful that this law will help
close the achievement gaps that sepa-
rate many poor and minority students
from their peers.

Indeed, I am optimistic that it will
improve education for all students.

But Congress has, as Harry Truman
once said, some ‘‘unfinished business’
when it comes to our schools.

We have left out a critical compo-
nent when it comes to ensuring that
our schools and our teachers and, most
importantly, our students will succeed.

Today, one in five schools fails to
meet building or safety codes or needs
extensive repairs, renovations, and
maintenance.

Across the country, run-down, over-
crowded, dilapidated schools jeopardize
the health and safety of our students.

Across the country, deteriorating
schools inhibit the ability of our chil-
dren to learn.

And yet, with the exception of the
Impact Aid program, which I strongly
support, the new education reform law
did not include funds for school renova-
tion and repair.

Nor were any funds for renovation
and repair made available through the
appropriations process.

The administration’s most recent
budget even eliminates the Emergency
School Repair Program.

And yet, data from the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics tells us
that nearly $127 billion in renovations
and repairs are needed to upgrade ex-
isting schools to good physical condi-
tion.

Furthermore, this figure does not in-
clude the funding needed for construc-
tion to accommodate increasing enroll-
ments in districts across the country.

We have these pressing needs at a
time when resources are scarce. Our
States and local governments are still
feeling the effects of the recession.

And for too many years, Congress has
failed to provide States and localities
the funding it promised long ago to
share the cost of special education.

The Federal Government cannot ask
States and localities to shoulder the
burden of school renovation and repair
costs alone.

If the Federal Government stands on
the sidelines, it will be at the expense
of our children.

But neither should Washington at-
tempt to single-handedly solve this
problem. Congress should not be in the
business of giving direct grants to com-
munities to build schools.

I strongly believe that education is a
national priority but a local responsi-
bility.

The legislation being introduced
today, the ‘‘Investing for Tomorrow’s
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Schools Act,’’ answers this call for
partnership.

Our bill provides initial funding for
the creation of State and regional in-
frastructure banks. These banks will
make loans to districts for school con-
struction or modernization needs.

This mechanism helps to alleviate
the financial burden for States and lo-
calities but provides sufficient flexi-
bility to meet local needs.

The structure of the bill ensures that
states and localities have the requisite
flexibility to tailor programs to meet
their unique needs.

The bill requires a 25 percent State
match, which ensures the commitment
of State government to the program
while allowing States to leverage their
dollars four-to-one.

It is a voluntary program—only for
those states who choose to participate.

To those who have argued that the
Federal Government should have no
role in school facilities, and likewise to
those who call for overly intrusive Fed-
eral programs, this bill offers a com-
mon-sense compromise.

I remember visiting a school in Nixa,
MO, where every fourth-grader in the
district attends class in trailers behind
the school.

I have subsequently learned from
teachers and administrators in other
districts that the kids in trailers often
have the best deal because conditions
in the actual school buildings are often
far worse than they are in the trailers.

Every State in this country has dis-
tricts in need, in both urban and rural
and suburban communities. The needs
span the social economic strata of our
Nation.

Disadvantaged and minority students
are most likely to attend school in de-
crepit and obsolete buildings.

I would imagine that we have all seen
schools that are either freezing cold or
unbearably hot, that have poor light-
ing or inadequate bathroom facilities.

But students in more affluent sub-
urbs—where there is often explosive
growth in the community—also suffer
from overcrowding.

Most parents would agree that they
would like their children to attend
schools where the student to teacher
ratio is low, where class size is small.

Yet, without enough space, small
class size is an impossibility.

And despite these conditions, we are
asking our children for more than ever
before.

A fellow Missourian, Mark Twain,
once told the following story:

When I was a boy on the Mississippi River
there was a proposition in a township there
to discontinue public schools because they
were too expensive. An old farmer spoke up
and said, ‘‘If they stopped building the
schools they would not save anything, be-
cause every time a school was closed a jail
had to be built.’’

I have great faith in America’s chil-
dren. The time to invest in them is
now. The investments we make in
them will be returned to us many
times over.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, for the
interest of Senators, I have been in
consultation with the distinguished
Republican leader throughout the day.
We are momentarily going to propound
a unanimous consent request which
would do several things.

First of all, it would accommodate
Senator MURKOWSKI and his desire to
bring up an amendment on the energy
bill relating to Iraq.

We would then move to complete our
work on the border security bill. There
would be a number of amendments of-
fered by Senator BYRD. Once those
amendments have been disposed of, it
would be our intention to then go to
final passage. Then, prior to the end of
the day, we would also take up a judi-
cial nomination that has been on the
calendar.

We would, throughout this period,
have further discussions about our
schedule for the remainder of the
week—tomorrow—and early next week,
as we attempt to bring some final clo-
sure to the energy bill.

So that is the current schedule. It is
my expectation we will get this request
which would allow us to complete our
work on border security today. Sen-
ators should be forewarned there will
be additional votes, probably several
additional votes, yet today on the bor-
der security bill, I assume on the Mur-
kowski amendment, as well as on the
judicial nomination.

So that is the current plan. Just as
soon as we have cleared it a final time
with our Republican colleagues, I will
propound this unanimous consent re-
quest. Until that time, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3525

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that upon disposi-
tion of the Murkowski amendment re-
lating to Iraqi oil, the Senate resume
consideration of H.R. 3525, the border
security bill, and that it be considered
under the following limitations: that
there be 30 minutes of debate on the
bill, with the time equally divided and
controlled between Senators KENNEDY,
BROWNBACK, FEINSTEIN, and KYL, or
their designees; that the amendments
listed in this agreement be the only
amendments in order; that any debate
time be equally divided and controlled
in the usual form; that upon disposi-
tion of all amendments, the bill be read
a third time and the Senate proceed to
vote on final passage of the bill, with-
out further intervening action or de-

bate: Kennedy-Brownback-Feinstein-
Kyl managers’ amendment, 20 minutes
for debate; that debate on the following
Byrd relevant amendments be limited
to 20 minutes each: Byrd amendment
regarding review of educational insti-
tutions’ compliance provisions, Byrd
amendment regarding penalty increase
for manifest noncompliance, Byrd
amendment with regard to change of
deadlines for implementation of bio-
metrics, and Byrd amendment regard-
ing tightening requirements for par-
ticipation in the visa waiver program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I

thank my colleagues for their coopera-
tion.

Under this order, the Murkowski
amendment relating to Iraqi oil is now
the pending order of business. I encour-
age Senators, if they want to be heard
on the amendment, to come to the
Chamber.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

NATIONAL LABORATORIES PART-
NERSHIP IMPROVEMENT ACT OF
2001—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3159 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2917

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]
proposes an amendment numbered 3159 to
amendment No. 2917.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To make the United States’ energy

policy toward Iraq consistent with the na-
tional security policies of the United
States)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

TITLE—IRAQ OIL IMPORT RESTRICTION

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS.
(a) This Title can be cited as the ‘Iraq Pe-

troleum Import Restriction Act of 2001.’
(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the government of the Republic of Iraq:
(A) has failed to comply with the terms of

United Nations Security Council Resolution
686 regarding unconditional Iraqi acceptance
of the destruction, removal, or rendering
harmless, under international supervision, of
all nuclear, chemical and biological weapons
and all stocks of agents and all related sub-
systems and components and all research,
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development, support and manufacturing fa-
cilities, as well as all ballistic missiles with
a range greater than 150 kilometers and re-
lated major parts, and repair and production
facilities and has failed to allow United Na-
tions inspectors access to sites used for the
production or storage of weapons of mass de-
struction.

(B) routinely contravenes the terms and
conditions of UNSC Resolution 661, author-
izing the export of petroleum products from
Iraq in exchange for food, medicine and other
humanitarian products by conducting a rou-
tine and extensive program to sell such prod-
ucts outside of the channels established by
UNSC Resolution 661 in exchange for mili-
tary equipment and materials to be used in
pursuit of its program to develop weapons of
mass destruction in order to threaten the
United States and its allies in the Persian
Gulf and surrounding regions.

(C) has failed to adequately draw down
upon the amounts received in the Escrow Ac-
count established by UNSC Resolution 661 to
purchase food, medicine and other humani-
tarian products required by its citizens, re-
sulting in massive humanitarian suffering by
the Iraqi people.

(D) conducts a periodic and systematic
campaign to harass and obstruct the enforce-
ment of the United States and United King-
dom-enforced ‘‘No-Fly Zones’’ in effect in
the Republic of Iraq.

(E) routinely manipulates the petroleum
export production volumes permitted under
UNSC Resolution 661 in order to create un-
certainty in global energy markets, and
therefore threatens the economic security of
the United States.

(F) pays bounties to the families of suicide
bombers in order to encourage the murder of
Israeli civilians.

(2) Further imports of petroleum products
from the Republic of Iraq are inconsistent
with the national security and foreign policy
interests of the United States and should be
eliminated until such time as they are not so
inconsistent.
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON IRAQI-ORIGIN PETRO-

LEUM IMPORTS.
The direct or indirect import from Iraq of

Iraqi-origin petroleum and petroleum prod-
ucts is prohibited, notwithstanding an au-
thorization by the Committee established by
UNSC Resolution 661 or its designee, or any
other order to the contrary.
SEC. 3. TERMINATION/PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFI-

CATION.
This Title will remain in effect until such

time as the President, after consultation
with the relevant committees in Congress,
certifies to the Congress that:

(a) (1) Iraq is in substantial compliance
with the terms of

(A) UNSC Resolution 687 and
(B) UNSC Resolution 986 prohibiting smug-

gling of oil in circumvention of the ‘‘Oil-for-
Food’’ program; and

(2) ceases the practice of compensating the
families of suicide bombers in order to en-
courage the murder of Israeli citizens; or
that

(b) resuming the importation of Iraqi-ori-
gin petroleum and petroleum products would
not be inconsistent with the national secu-
rity and foreign policy interests of the
United States.
SEC. 4. HUMANITARIAN INTERESTS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should make all appropriate efforts to
ensure that the humanitarian needs of the
Iraqi people are not negatively affected by
this Act, and should encourage through pub-
lic, private, domestic and international
means the direct or indirect sale, donation
or other transfer to appropriate non-govern-
mental health and humanitarian organiza-

tions and individuals within Iraq of food,
medicine and other humanitarian products.
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

(A) ‘‘661 committee.’’ The term 661 Com-
mittee means the Security Council Com-
mittee established by UNSC Resolution 661,
and persons acting for or on behalf of the
Committee under its specific delegation of
authority for the relevant matter or cat-
egory of activity, including the overseers ap-
pointed by the UN Secretary-General to ex-
amine and approve agreements for purchases
of petroleum and petroleum products from
the Government of Iraq pursuant to UNSC
Resolution 986.

(b) ‘‘UNSC Resolution 661.’’ The term
UNSC Resolution 661 means United Nations
Security Council Resolution No. 661, adopted
August 6, 1990, prohibiting certain trans-
actions with respect to Iraq and Kuwait.

(c) ‘‘UNSC Resolution 687.’’ The term
UNSC Resolution 986 means United Nations
Security Council Resolution 687, adopted
April 3, 1991.

(d) ‘‘UNSC Resolution 986.’’ The term
UNSC Resolution 986 means United Nations
Security Council Resolution 986, adopted
April 14, 1995.
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The prohibition on importation of Iraqi or-
igin petroleum and petroleum products shall
be effective 30 days after enactment of this
Act.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
earlier this month Saddam Hussein in-
dicated that he was terminating oil
production for 30 days. That would ter-
minate oil from Iraq to the United
States.

I have a chart in the Chamber that
shows currently the oil that we are re-
ceiving from Iraq. This chart shows the
historic trend of crude oil imports from
Iraq to the United States. In January,
it was about 294,000 barrels. In June, it
went up to 973,000 barrels.

One of the extraordinary things oc-
curred in September. In September, it
was at a high of almost 1.2 million bar-
rels. Lest we forget, during September
we had a terrorist attack in New York,
in Washington, DC, and the downing of
the aircraft in Pennsylvania.

What does this have to do with Iraq?
Well, we have known for some time
that Saddam Hussein has been fos-
tering and supporting terrorist activi-
ties. And to give you some idea, let me
show you this little replica of an ac-
knowledged statement from his Gov-
ernment relative to providing funding
to the Palestinian suicide bombers.
There is a check for $25,000. Previous to
this, he was providing payments of up
to $10,000. With an incentive of $25,000,
God only knows to what extent ter-
rorist activities will continue.

Yet as we look at the United States
and the trends we have seen in oil im-
ports, as the Mideast crisis worsens, we
see the price of oil rise.

We also have another chart. We have
seen this oil come into the United
States. People probably don’t really
know from where their oil comes. Prob-
ably most of them don’t care. It comes
in to identified areas of New Jersey,
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Minnesota, Mis-
souri, Arkansas, Mississippi, Lou-
isiana, Texas, California, and Wash-
ington.

The irony here is obvious, if we go
back to 1992 and look at the desolation
associated with the burning of the oil-
fields in Kuwait. Recognize that we are
now importing or have been importing
about 1 million barrels of oil a day
from Iraq. Then with the notice by the
Government of Iraq that they are going
to terminate production, clearly one
has to wonder if it is in the principal
interest of the United States to rely on
this source.

Earlier in the day, we voted on the
issue of ANWR. It was a cloture mo-
tion. We did not obtain 60 votes. So far
on the energy bill, it is fair to say that
the only increase in domestic produc-
tion identified was associated with
ANWR. Perhaps it is ironic that Sad-
dam Hussein should terminate produc-
tion. But I think it is appropriate, from
a principle point of view, that the
United States, by formal action, end
our imports from Iraq until a couple of
things happen.

One is that the United Nations cer-
tifies that Iraq has complied with the
Security Council resolution No. 687 and
has dismantled their programs to de-
velop and construct weapons of mass
destruction; and that Iraq cease to
smuggle oil in contravention of Secu-
rity Council resolution No. 986; and fi-
nally, Iraq no longer pays bounties to
the families of suicide bombers wreak-
ing havoc in Israel.

I recognize the Iraqi oil program is
intended to be used for the benefit of
the Iraqi people. But that is not the
case. My amendment also seeks to en-
sure that the President use every
means available to support humani-
tarian needs of the Iraqi people, not-
withstanding the ban on oil imports.

Most Members consider themselves
internationalists. I believe firmly in
the importance of engagement with
other countries, particularly economic
engagement. I am a strong believer in
free trade and have worked with many
of my colleagues to reform economic
sanctions and policies. However, it is
time to draw the line on economic en-
gagement when national security is
compromised.

Our increasing dependence on unsta-
ble overseas sources of oil is compro-
mising our national security. We have
seen Saddam Hussein last week urge
fellow Arab OPEC members to use oil
as a weapon. We have seen what an air-
craft can do as a weapon. Saddam Hus-
sein did that by imposing this 30-day
embargo of oil exports to the United
States until the United States forced
Israel to cave in to the demands of the
Palestinian extremists.

In 1973, the Arab League used oil as a
weapon during a time of similar crisis
in the Mideast. At that time, the
United States was 37-percent dependent
on imported oil. Still the Arab oil em-
bargo demonstrates how powerful a
weapon oil can be. And the United
States was brought to its knees. Sev-
eral of us remember during that time
of the Yom Kippur War, there were gas
lines around the block. The public was
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blaming everybody for the inconven-
ience, including Government.

During that particular timeframe,
however, the TransAlaska Pipeline was
completed. Oil began to flow. And with-
in a few years, 25 percent of our domes-
tic oil production came from Prudhoe
Bay. As a consequence, imports
dropped dramatically. But that was
then and this is now. Times change. On
the other hand, how much they stay
the same.

Nearly 30 years after the Arab oil em-
bargo, we are faced with a similar
threat that we faced in 1973, but there
is a difference. The difference is now
we are 58-percent dependent on im-
ported oil. Back in 1973, we were 37 per-
cent. The stakes are higher. The na-
tional security implications are more
evident. One wonders what we have
learned. From the vote earlier today, I
wonder that, too.

Before us is the reality that Saddam
Hussein has called on his Arab neigh-
bors to use oil as a weapon and begin a
30-day moratorium on exports. The
United States was importing over 1
million barrels of oil from Iraq.

As we look at the situation in the
Mideast today, our Secretary of State,
having made every effort to bring the
parties together, understanding with-
drawal, whatever it took, and the ap-
pearance at least that Egypt has re-
fused to meet with our Secretary of
State, Mubarak, what that means, I
guess one could look between the pages
of history and come up with some kind
of an evaluation. Things certainly are
better but they might get worse.

Reality dictates if you filled up your
tank, chances are at least a half a gal-
lon of the gasoline in your tank origi-
nally came from Iraq. Think about
that. This is the same guy who pays
bounties on suicide bombers of $25,000,
who fires at our sons and daughters fly-
ing missions in the no-fly zones in Iraq,
who has used chemical weapons on his
own people, who has boasted that he
has the weapons to scorch half of
Israel.

But when you innocently filled up
your tank, you paid Saddam Hussein
perhaps a nickel of every dollar you
spent at the pump that day. You con-
tributed to some extent to the suicide
bombings. You bought shells targeted
at American forces. You paid for chem-
ical and biological weapons being de-
veloped in Iraq which are targeted at
Israel and those Iraqis who would chal-
lenge Saddam Hussein.

Haven’t we learned our lesson before?
I was looking around the house the
other night. I ran across a Life maga-
zine from March 1991. In a profile of the
gulf war, they wrote of Saddam:

When he finally fought his way to power in
1979, after an apprenticeship of a few years as
a torturer, his first order was the execution
of some 20 of his highest-ranking govern-
ment officials, including one of his best
friends. He likes to say ‘‘He who is closest to
me is farthest from when he does wrong.’’ He
grew up in dirt to live in splendor. . . . He is
cheerless. And he currently possesses Ku-
wait.

This article can be used as a re-
minder of the costly mistakes of not
dealing with him. It is more or less a
play-by-play review of the gulf war
that we are in now but new names and
a new era from 2002 could just as easily
be inserted into the article. These les-
sons must not be lost. We recognize he
is our enemy. The world must isolate
him, cut him off and coax his regime to
an early death.

But we haven’t learned our lesson,
have we? He is still there because we
are still buying his oil. Sure, these pur-
chases are masked in the Oil for Food
Program, but is it really working? He
is still there.

I know the Oil for Food Program
isn’t supposed to work this way. Sad-
dam is supposed to use the money from
Oil for Food to feed the Iraqi people
and buy medicine. But we know he
cheats on the program, buying all
kinds of questionable materials, and
that he smuggles billions of dollars of
oil out of Iraq, which directly funds his
armies, his weapons programs, and his
palaces.

I had an opportunity to be in Bagh-
dad several years ago with a number of
Senators. We met with Saddam Hus-
sein. This was just before the gulf war.
Regarding the circumstances of that
meeting, I won’t go into any detail, but
they are very interesting. He invited us
to lunch and never brought lunch.
What we got out of the meeting was
the recognition that this was a force to
be dealt with.

No matter how you look at it, Mr.
President, our purchase of Iraqi oil is
absolutely contrary to our national se-
curity interests. It is indefensible and
must end.

My amendment would do just that; it
would end new imports of Iraqi oil
until Iraq is proven a responsible mem-
ber of the international community
and complies with the relevant Secu-
rity Council resolutions.

I began the statement by affirming
my support for economic engagement. I
believe deeply in the principle of free
trade. I do not, however, believe in eco-
nomic disarmament. When, as is the
case with oil, a commodity is not only
important to our own economic health
but also important to our military’s
ability to defend the Nation, self-suffi-
ciency is a crucial matter. No country
or group of countries should have the
ability to ground our aircraft, shut
down our tanks, or keep our ships from
leaving port. Yet allowing ourselves to
become dependent on imports of this
nature threatens to do just that.

In the case of Saddam Hussein, we
are dependent for some 5 percent of our
imports from a sworn and defiant
enemy. There he is on that chart. But
our reliance on other foreign sources of
oil is not risk-free. We have a very un-
easy relationship with our friends in
the gulf. September 11 clearly dem-
onstrated that our enemies in such
staunch allies as Saudi Arabia may
outnumber our friends.

We already have some form of eco-
nomic sanction on every single mem-

ber of OPEC—a reflection of the uneasy
relationship that we have with these
nations. So this is risky business rely-
ing on countries such as these for our
national security.

Some Members have long recognized
the folly of importing oil from our en-
emies—some more than others. But on
July 25, we extended sanctions on im-
porting oil from Iran and Libya. We
have not imported any oil from those
countries for some time because the
sanctions were in existence. We didn’t
initiate sanctions against Iraq. Well, it
is time we did.

Does relying on Iraq make more
sense than relying on Iran and Libya? I
don’t think so. I know that many of my
colleagues advocate production in less
risky parts of the globe, including here
in the United States. The trouble is, we
have to drill for oil where we are likely
to find it. The fact is, the ground under
which most of the oil is buried is con-
trolled by unstable, unfriendly, or at-
risk governments.

Look at Colombia and the oilfields
being developed in the pristine rain
forests down there. We get some 350,000
barrels a day from Colombia.

The 408-mile-long Cano Limo pipeline
is at the heart of the Colombian oil
trade, and it frequently is attacked by
FARC rebels. They have declared the
pipeline to be a ‘‘military target.’’
They are anticapitalist, anti-United
States, anti-Colombian Government
rebels.

The trouble is, the half of the coun-
try these rebels control has the Cano
Limo pipeline running through it—a
convenient target to cripple the econ-
omy, get America’s attention, and
rally their troops for their cause.
Countless attacks have cost some 24
barrels in lost crude production last
year and untold environmental damage
to the rain forest ecosystem.

Last year, rebels bombed the Cano
Limo 170 times, putting it out of com-
mission for 266 days, costing Colombia
roughly $500 million in lost revenue.

Our administration wants to spend
$98 million to train a brigade of 2,000
Colombian soldiers to protect the pipe-
line. Now, last week, another rebel fac-
tion called American oil companies
running the pipeline ‘‘military tar-
gets.’’

I wonder if we are truly unfazed
about the close connection between oil,
money, and national security. Are we
willing to turn our heads on the Mid-
east crisis to finance the schemes of
Saddam Hussein? Are we willing to
allow our policy choices in the Middle
East to be dictated by our thirst for
imported oil from this particular
source? Are we willing to let our oil be
used as a weapon against us?

We should not allow our national se-
curity to be compromised. I know some
today have dismissed ANWR as a solu-
tion. But the relevance here is prin-
ciple. Our military cannot conduct a
campaign associated with dependence
on such unreliable sources.

I sympathize with the desire to elimi-
nate the use of fossil fuels. I believe we
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will get there with continued research
and new technologies. I understand the
urge to deny the importance of oil in
the national security equation. But all
of my colleagues will eventually have
to look in the mirror after this debate
and ask themselves, again, to what ex-
tent we are willing to sacrifice our na-
tional security in order to appeal to
the fantasies associated with the de-
sires of Saddam Hussein.

One of the things I think is testi-
mony to the severity of how we deal
with Iraq is the responsibility of the
President and Joint Chiefs of Staff, his
Cabinet, and others, as we have ob-
served the reality that he is developing
weapons of mass destruction. He has a
delivery system capable of sending a
missile to Israel. But he has been work-
ing on a nuclear capability. When is
the world going to deal with that? Had
we known what was about to occur rel-
ative to the tragic events associated
with September 11, we would have
taken action against Osama bin Laden.
Had we only known.

In the case of Saddam Hussein, the
exposure is there. The question is,
When and how? Buying oil and increas-
ing our dependence on that country is
certainly not the answer because we
are funding whatever mischief Saddam
Hussein is up to. So that is the purpose
of this amendment, Mr. President.

I urge my colleagues to think a little
bit about the principle involved and
join me in support of the amendment.
Again, the irony is that he has cut us
off for 30 days. The ramifications of
that, the future will tell. Will the
OPEC nations increase production and
make up for the shortfall? They have
indicated they might. Will the price of
oil likely go up because of the shortage
of supply? It is already going up.

Clearly, by an action taken by the
Senate to formally terminate imports
from that country, we will send him a
message, but will somebody else simply
take our place and buy Saddam Hus-
sein’s oil?

In any event, I think it is appro-
priate, from a principle point of view,
for the United States to terminate its
relationship with Iraq, as the amend-
ment proposes, until such time as he
commits to abide by the U.N. agree-
ment, which requires that we have in-
spectors in Iraq to ensure that he is not
a threat to the world; further, that he
commits to halt any further funding of
suicide bombers associated with the
terrible activities occurring in Israel
and Palestine.

I have no further comments. Seeing
no other Senator seeking the floor, I
yield back the remaining time on this
side, and defer to Senator BINGAMAN.

I believe the yeas and nays have been
ordered, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, they
have.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains in opposition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me make a few comments with regard

to the amendment, and I do not know
that I will be in opposition, but I have
some concerns I wish to express—and
perhaps ask a few questions—I have the
amendment in front of me—my under-
standing of what the amendment is
that first of all, it does not in any way
prohibit Iraq from exporting oil. I
think that is clear. Iraq has made a de-
cision just recently to suspend its ex-
ports of oil for 30 days. So that is in
place, as I understand it. But this
amendment does not prohibit Iraq from
exporting oil or does not commit us to
any action which would in any way
prohibit Iraq from exporting oil.

Second, it does not prohibit us from
importing oil from other sources. What
it basically says is, we can continue to
import whatever the percentage is—50
percent, 56 percent—of our oil needs
from the world market. We just cannot
import from this source.

Also, it does not really by its lan-
guage impose a legal prohibition
against importing from Iraq. What it
says is, as I read it and this is on page
3 of the amendment. It says:

This Act prohibits imports until such time
as the President, after consultation with the
relevant committees in Congress, certifies to
the Congress that resuming the importation
of Iraqi-origin petroleum and petroleum
products would not be inconsistent with the
national security and foreign policy inter-
ests of the United States.

Basically, it takes the decision,
which has been our national policy,
that we would import legally exported
Iraqi oil, just as we would import other
oil. It says that in order for us to con-
tinue with that activity, the President
has to give us a certification that it is
not inconsistent with our national se-
curity or foreign policy interests to do
so.

Obviously, our relations with Iraq
are a very serious foreign policy issue
for our country at this time, and I am
persuaded that most Members of the
Senate would be very anxious to work
in cooperation with the administration
and with the President in formulating
our policy toward Iraq.

I do not know where the administra-
tion stands on this amendment. I do
not know if there has been any request
for their views on it. I would be anx-
ious to hear from the sponsor of the
amendment if he has had a reaction
from the administration. We have
made some informal inquiries, and we
have been unable to get a response
from the administration.

I, frankly, think the responsible
course would be for us to give the ad-
ministration a chance to tell us its
views. If the President wants this legis-
lation enacted, then obviously that
would carry great weight with many
Senators. If the President believes this
puts him in an awkward position, in
that it requires him to issue a certifi-
cate to permit continued imports of
Iraqi oil, then I think we should know.
Obviously, there are many Members of
this body who do not want to put the
President in an awkward position rel-
ative to our relations with Iraq.

I also have concerns about how an
amendment such as this could be inter-
preted in world oil markets. We are
very concerned that the price of gaso-
line has been going up in recent weeks,
and we heard a lot about that during
the ANWR debate that just concluded.
Of course, that is a reflection, to some
extent at least, of the rising price of oil
on world markets. The price is up
around $26 a barrel today, which is sub-
stantially higher than it was a few
months ago. People are concerned
about that.

However, the information I have is
that one reason why we import oil
from Iraq is that we are able to do so
at a discount. Why is Iraq forced to sell
its oil at a discount in the world mar-
ket? Because it is considered by the
market to be a somewhat unreliable
source for oil, so they are not able to
get the premium price that some other
producers are able to get. U.S. refiners
benefit from that, and U.S. consumers
benefit from the fact that we are buy-
ing that oil at a discount.

I have an article that I will ask be
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
after my statement, from the April 15
edition of the Dallas Morning News.
The title of it is: ‘‘In Oil, Profit Often
Beats Politics.’’ I ask unanimous con-
sent the article be printed in the
RECORD after my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the

key part of this is some comment on
the amendment my colleague, Senator
MURKOWSKI, is now offering. It says:

Mr. MURKOWSKI wants to ban Iraqi oil im-
ports. We have done this before. Libyan oil
was banned. Iranian oil was banned. But oil
is a commodity, and import bans make little
difference in the global market. Unless all
importers join the boycott, the oil will find
a buyer.

The main point is pretty clear: If
Iraq is going to decide at the end of
this 30 days to commence exports
again, it will find a buyer for that oil.
It will likely continue to sell at a dis-
count in the world market. If we pro-
hibit the importation of that oil into
the United States, that is not going to
hurt Saddam Hussein. That is not
going to hurt Iraq. Iraq will find a
buyer for that oil. We will be buying
the oil we need from another source,
but we will be buying on the world
market just as we are today.

As I say, I think there is less here
than meets the eye as far as actually
trying to impact or strike a blow
against Saddam Hussein. I do not see
that this amendment does that. I
think, if anything, it puts our Presi-
dent in the awkward position of having
to send a certificate to the Congress
saying that, in his view, we should go
ahead and continue to import Iraqi oil.

Maybe that is what the President
would like. Maybe that is what the
Secretary of State would like. Maybe
that is what the Secretary of Energy
would like. I have not heard that from
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any of them, and I think the appro-
priate course would be for us to solicit
their opinion on an important amend-
ment such as this before we adopt it.

My initial reaction to this kind of
amendment, and I am sure the initial
reaction of most Senators, is: Fine,
this is an anti-Saddam Hussein vote.
How do you go wrong, how do you lose
support in your home State by voting
against Saddam Hussein? I would ven-
ture to say nobody does.

However, this is a sensitive area of
foreign policy and I do not know
whether the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has considered anything like
this. It might be something they would
be interested in looking at. I do not
know if Senator BIDEN, who is chair-
man of that committee, has had a
chance to look at this and formulate a
position on it.

I do not know that many Senators
would want to vote against an amend-
ment of this type, but if it is going to
be pushed to a vote, I hope before the
vote occurs—and I know it is expected
to occur very soon under the unani-
mous consent agreement—I hope we
can get some communication from the
White House as to whether or not they
support the amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the Dallas Morning News, Apr. 15,
2002]

IN OIL, PROFIT OFTEN BEATS POLITICS

WASHINGTON.—Gasoline prices climbed 31
cents a gallon in the last eight weeks.
Israelis and Palestinians are at war again.
Saddam Hussein says Iraq will halt oil pro-
duction for 30 days to protest. None of this is
encouraging, but neither is it a description
of an oil crisis. When one spigot closes, an-
other opens. There’s 7 million barrels a day
of spare production capacity available to
make up for Iraq’s 1.7 million barrels a day
of exports. The 11 members of the Organiza-
tion of the Petroleum Exporting Countries
hold 90 percent of that spare capacity. OPEC
has tried since the 1973 Arab oil embargo to
convince the world that it is an economic
club rather than a political weapon. Saudi
Arabia, with 3 million barrels a day of spare
capacity, is expected to cover any Iraqi-in-
duced shortage, as it has before.

Gasoline prices have risen rapidly in recent
weeks but remain about 10 cents a gallon
below last year’s levels. Dallas experienced
its highest price for unleaded regular on May
12, when the average was $1.66 a gallon. Oil is
the most political commodity. It was largely
Saudi Arabia’s political will to produce more
that sent oil prices down after Sept. 11, and
Saudi curbs on oil that sent them back up
again. The oil workers in Venezuela and Ni-
geria flexed their political muscles last week
in showdowns with their governments that
coincided with the agonies of the Middle
East.

Nigeria’s unrest centered on unpaid oil
workers, and quieted quickly.

Venezuelan oil deliveries were disrupted,
and the strikers persuaded the military to
join them in an abortive coup Friday against
Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez. Mr. Cha-
vez returned to office Sunday, 48 hours after
being ousted.

Iraq and Venezuela supply a major portion
of oil refined in the United States. Venezuela
sends half its 2.4 million barrels a day of ex-
ports to the United States, both as gasoline
and crude oil. More than half of Iraq’s ex-

ports also land in the United States. Given
the enmity between our countries, that
seems crazy. But economics beats politics
with Iraqi oil, whose price discounts seem ir-
resistible to U.S. refiners.

Republican Sens. Frank Murkowski of
Alaska and Larry Craig of Idaho are incensed
by Iraq’s presence in the market. They say
that every time a U.S. motorist fills up, he
or she is putting money in the pockets of
suicide terrorists. (Iraq has offered $25,000 to
their families.)

Mr. Murkowski wants to ban Iraqi oil im-
ports. We have done this before. Libyan oil
was banned. Iranian oil was banned. But oil
is a commodity, and import bans make little
difference in the global market. Unless all
the importers join the boycott, the oil will
find a buyer.

The same logic applies to export bans. Iraq
can quit producing, and Saudi Arabia covers
the deficit. Iraq and Venezuela can stumble
together, and if the Saudis don’t cover it all,
prices will rise around the world and tempt
other nations to increase their production.

OPEC, in fact, can ill afford to see its oil
production used as a political weapon. The
U.S. Energy Information Administration ex-
pects OPEC production to be down 1.9 mil-
lion barrels a day this year as the cartel
tries to defend a price band. This lures oth-
ers, particularly the Russians, to fill the gap.
Non-OPEC production is expected to increase
this year by 1.1 million barrels a day. Be-
cause profit has more pull than political kin-
ship, rival producers will rush to capitalize
upon a slowdown in Iraqi and Venezuelan oil
exports. That logic founders if something
happens to disrupt Saudi oil production. No
one can take Saudi Arabia’s place in the
market. Today’s regime in Saudi Arabia
shows no sign of repeating the 1973 oil em-
bargo. Tomorrow’s regime? Who knows?

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I oppose
the amendment of the Senator from
Alaska. I do not disagree with most of
the findings in his amendment. Saddam
Hussein is clearly in violation of his
obligations under United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolutions. He has repeat-
edly demonstrated his callous dis-
regard for the plight of the Iraqi peo-
ple. Humanitarian aid under the oil for
food program has been diverted, lan-
guished in warehouses, or simply not
purchased at all. As much of the Iraqi
population goes without adequate
health care and nutrition, Saddam lav-
ishes luxury goods on his cronies and
builds palaces.

While the Senator may be correct in
his diagnosis of the illness, it is not
clear to me that his amendment is the
cure.

I have just spoken to a senior official
at the State Department, who believes
this amendment is a serious mistake. I
believe that this amendment puts the
President in a very difficult position at
a difficult time.

I have concluded that we need a re-
gime change in Iraq. In my view, that
effort will require us to lay the ground-
work by making a solid case and build-
ing as broad a coalition as possible. I
am concerned that this amendment
may make the President’s task more
difficult. At the very least, we should
provide him the opportunity to make
his views known on this amendment.

While the potential impact of this
amendment is great, it has not been
scrutinized sufficiently. The Foreign

Relations Committee has certainly dis-
cussed the issue of Iraq policy, but we
have not examined this specific pro-
posal. I also understand that the En-
ergy Committee has held no hearings
on this proposal.

As I stated at the outset, I do not see
how this amendment will address the
legitimate issues that the Senator
cites. The proceeds for the legal pur-
chase of Iraqi oil made by American
companies are deposited in an escrow
account controlled by the United Na-
tions. Money in that account is then
released for purchases of civilian
goods. Before any money is spent, the
sanctions committee, on which the
United States sits, must approve every
contract. In other words, we have a
veto on how the money gets spent.

To be sure, the oil for food program
has flaws. Saddam gets illegal revenues
by selling oil outside the program and
by collecting illegal surcharges from
shady middlemen. It is these revenues
that are used by Saddam to prop up his
regime, pursue weapons of mass de-
struction, and pay the families of Pal-
estinian suicide bombers. The Sen-
ator’s amendment does not address the
problem of illegal surcharges or smug-
gling.

I am also concerned that by effec-
tively pulling the United States out of
the oil for food program, we may be
sending the signal that we are not in-
terested in the welfare of the Iraqi peo-
ple. I know that is not the Senator’s in-
tention, but it may be an unintended
effect of his amendment. This could
have an impact on the ability to pull
together an effective coalition to con-
front Saddam.

This is just one example of the poten-
tial unintended impact of this amend-
ment. I think it is important that we
understand all of the ramifications of
this proposal before proceeding.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
recognizing I have yielded back my
time, I wonder if the majority would
allow me to respond for a few minutes
to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
have no objection. Following that, I ex-
pect to yield back most of my time. I
gather we are ready for a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
thank my friend, Senator BINGAMAN.

It is the intention of the prohibition
on Iraqi-origin petroleum imports to
terminate the imports, and they could
then be addressed by the President and
the President, after consultation with
relative committees of Congress, can
certify to the Congress that Iraq is sub-
stantially in compliance with the
U.N.S.C. Resolution 687 and Resolution
986.

Resolution 986 prohibits smuggling of
oil in circumvention of the Oil for Food
Program, and 687 mandates inspections
by U.N. inspectors. So the intent is
clear. It is to terminate oil exports in
the United States.

The Senator from New Mexico sug-
gested we contemplate and be some-
what sensitive to the attitude of the
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White House. I think during our ex-
tended debate on ANWR we had an ex-
tended discussion about the attitude of
the White House that did not prevail in
this body.

I think what is germane, however, is
the attitude of the White House with
regard to the sanctions on Iran and
Libya. They are quite clear, and I
think there is a notable similarity.
Those sanctions were initiated in retal-
iation to terrorist activities associated
with Libya. What was it? The downing
of Pan American flight 103 over Scot-
land. That is why we took that action.
It was most appropriate. In Iran, in
1979, it was the Embassy takeover and
the terrorist activities associated with
that.

So we have a parallel. I do not think
there is any question about it. We ter-
minated a relationship in the sanction
action against Libya and Iran for fos-
tering terrorism.

If what is going on with Saddam Hus-
sein is not an act of terrorism, I do not
know what is. I indicated in my state-
ment pretty much throughout, this is a
matter of principle for the United
States. I do not think there is any
question about the justification. It is
the same justification. Saddam Hussein
is fostering terrorism, and I think we
would all acknowledge that. So I think,
with all due respect, that is the jus-
tification for this action.

Today, who is more of a threat to the
world? Is it Iran, is it Libya, or is it
Iraq? Well, no question in my mind.

I am happy to respond to any ques-
tions.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of our time as
well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3159. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES), is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 88,
nays 10, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.]

YEAS—88

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan

Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Frist
Graham
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison

Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
McCain
McConnell

Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)

Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—10

Biden
Bingaman
Byrd
Carper

Chafee
Fitzgerald
Gramm
Hagel

Lugar
Nelson (NE)

NOT VOTING—2

Inouye Nickles

The amendment No. 3159 was agreed
to.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table as
agreed to.

CAPACITY-BASED STANDARDS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
discussed with Senator BINGAMAN a
concern with his amendment No. 3016.
In particular, I question whether we
should structure the renewable port-
folio standard to refer to the ‘‘capac-
ity’’ of a renewable system or, as done
in Senator BINGAMAN’s amendment, to
the ‘‘energy generated.’’ I think we
would simplify compliance by staying
with a ‘‘capacity-based’’ standard, but
I realize that this is a complex issue. I
strongly recommend that we return to
this issue in conference and carefully
evaluate the pros and cons of these two
approaches.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I concur with my
colleague that this issue deserves more
discussion. I look forward to further
analysis and discussion of this in con-
ference in order to arrive at a final po-
sition.

f

ENHANCED BORDER SECURITY
AND VISA ENTRY REFORM ACT
OF 2002

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 3525,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 3525) to enhance the bor-

der security of the United States, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that we have a time limit on
both the bill and the particular amend-
ments. Am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. And the time on the
overall bill is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
minutes equally divided.

Mr. KENNEDY. And 40 minutes on
each amendment equally divided. Am I
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. President, I am very pleased that
we are enacting the Enhanced Border
Security and Visa Entry Reform Act of
2002.

I would like at the outset to thank
my colleagues and fellow sponsors,
Senators BROWNBACK, FEINSTEIN, and
KYL, as well as their dedicated staff,
David Neal, LaVita Strickland, and
Elizabeth Maier. We began working to-
gether on this legislation in November
and have moved through every stage of
this process as a united team.

I would also like to thank Senator
HOLLINGS and Senator GREGG for their
invaluable contributions to the bill. I
thank Senator BYRD for steadfastly
working with us to make important
improvements to the legislation.

Finally, I thank all of our colleagues
in the Senate for withdrawing their un-
related amendments to assure the swift
passage of this vital legislation, the
Enhanced Border Security and Visa
Entry Reform Act, which will strength-
en the security of our borders. It will
improve our ability to screen visitors,
monitor foreign nationals, and enhance
our capacity to deter potential terror-
ists.

Our bill provides real solutions to
real problems. It closes loopholes in
our immigration system. Our solutions
include expanding intelligence and law
enforcement capabilities, upgrading
21st century technology, and estab-
lishing an electronic interoperable
data system. Vital information will be
shared in real time among our front
line agencies.

Our legislation sets realistic dead-
lines for the Attorney General and the
Secretary of State to issue to all for-
eign nationals machine-readable, tam-
per-resistant travel documents with bi-
ometric identifiers. It also sets a real-
istic deadline for our ports of entry to
be used with biometric data readers
and scanners.

It also recognizes the valuable role of
our border security and INS personnel
by ensuring that these offices receive
adequate pay and training and have the
technology they need to secure our
borders without obstructing the effi-
cient flow of persons and commerce.

It also recognizes the demands on our
consular offices, and provides them
with the additional training and re-
sources to screen for security threats.

In this legislation, we preserve the
visa waiver program but require a
stringent reporting requirement on
passport theft and more frequent eval-
uation of participating countries’ com-
pliance with the programs’ conditions.

Our bill honors our proud immigra-
tion tradition. It safeguards the entry
of the more than 31 million persons
who enter the United States legally
each year as visitor students, tem-
porary workers, and the 550 million
who legally cross our borders each year
to visit family and friends.
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We recognize that immigration is not

the problem—terrorism is. We must
identify and isolate potential terror-
ists—not isolate the United States.
‘‘Fortress America’’ is not a solution
that we would consider.

In defending America, we are defend-
ing the fundamental constitutional
principles of diversity, cultural ex-
change, and civil rights that have made
America strong in the past and which
will make us even prouder in the fu-
ture.

This legislation strikes the appro-
priate balance. I hope we will receive
overwhelming support for it.

I withhold the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I

join my colleague, Senator KENNEDY,
as ranking member on the Immigration
Subcommittee to support this bill.

This bill cleared the House of Rep-
resentatives twice on a unanimous con-
sent calendar. It is important. We still
have problems at our borders. This bill
deals with trying to get at the terror-
ists who seek to enter our land and not
the legitimate people who are seeking
to come here for reasons that are posi-
tive to the United States.

This bill is a testament to the dedica-
tion of this body and in Congress. It is
bipartisan. It has had the input of
many Members. The bill reflects how
truly united we as Americans stand be-
fore the threat of terrorism.

The bill is the product of a lot of
dedicated people, too many to name—
elected officials from both sides of the
aisle, from both Houses, and experts
from both inside and outside of Govern-
ment. The entire community in and
around Washington and the country
came together for this common goal of
defending America.

The bill is endorsed by the entire im-
migration spectrum. The groups that
are the most impacted by it endorse it.
They appreciate the hard decisions
that have to be made after September
11 and see the wisdom in this legisla-
tion.

We have legislation here that pro-
tects our borders without compro-
mising our values or our economy. This
legislation is a measured, intelligent
response to an evil that we will defeat.
I am proud to be a part of this bill.

I will describe quickly, what we are
trying to do—and we will get it done—
is to get information sharing from the
various governmental agencies—the
INS, the State Department, but also
the CIA, the FBI, the DIA, and, hope-
fully, even other intelligence sources—
so that we will have information shar-
ing so we can catch before they enter
this country people who seek to do
harm. That information sharing is not
taking place to the degree it needs to
be today. Senator KENNEDY noted how
many people yearly enter this country
legally—over 300 million entries—and
we are looking for those few who seek
to come in here to do us harm. We are
looking for a needle in a haystack, so

we have to have that information shar-
ing.

We are trying to expand the perim-
eter around the United States. This
would include working with Canada
and Mexico to get our perimeter broad-
er and more secure.

I visited the El Paso INS detention
facility 1 year ago. There at the deten-
tion center were people who had tried
to enter our country illegally from 59
different countries, coming in through
Central America, going up by land
through Central America, through
Mexico. We need to get the Mexican
Government’s support and help in pro-
tecting our perimeter.

We require manifests from other
countries before the flights leave so we
can check those when they come in. We
provide more monitoring of foreign
students in this country once they
come here.

On September 11, unfortunately,
some of those terrorists were here
under student visas. We have to mon-
itor the foreign students better in this
country.

This bill provides biometrics. It pro-
vides more information we can use in
checking people at the border. We have
a number of other provisions that are
in the bill. It provides for more border
security officials to be able to check to
make sure we are getting our job done.

In short, Mr. President, this bill has
received a lot of work. We need to pass
this legislation. I believe we will get it
passed today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield for a question from the Senator
from New Mexico?

Mr. BROWNBACK. I would be happy
to yield for a question. I have yielded
back the floor.

If I could secure the floor, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would be happy to yield for a
question from the Senator from New
Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator,
I would just like to eliminate a little
bit of confusion. This bill is going to
pass unanimously—or almost—today.
And stories are going to say we pro-
vided 1,000 new agents for the INS and
all the other things you provide in this
bill.

I wonder if you might tell me, is any
of this money appropriated by this bill?

Mr. BROWNBACK. If I could respond
to that question, within the Presi-
dent’s budget is allocated $742 million
in the first year for the implementa-
tion of this bill. It is within the Presi-
dent’s budget. It is believed that the
budget needs for the first year are $1.3
billion total. We have over half of that
in the President’s budget, and we are
going to be seeking the approval for ad-
ditional resources. We think we can
compete for the necessary funding with
the homeland security issues within it.

It is going to take authority, and this
is the authority it is going to take ap-
propriations to be able to get this im-
plemented. The Senator from West Vir-
ginia has been raising in hearings and
in this Chamber this issue about the
implementation.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator,
as I indicated, I do not doubt it has
wonderful provisions in it. I have read
them. I come from the border, and I
confirm that they are all good; our bor-
der people would like to have them.

I just want to make sure we under-
stand that there is no money provided
in this bill. So the public will get the
story today or tomorrow that we
passed this bill, but 3 or 4 months from
now, when the appropriations bill
comes that funds these kinds of activi-
ties, the Appropriations Committee has
to have the money or we will just have
another bill that expresses, in beautiful
words, what we would like to have hap-
pen for our country. Is that about
right?

Mr. BROWNBACK. No. I would dis-
agree, if I could, with my colleague.
The appropriate way to proceed is au-
thorization language, then appropria-
tions, of course. What we are doing
here is the authorization language. The
President has built into his budget re-
quest over half of the funding for this
already. Now we will have to appro-
priate it. But to get there, first we are
supposed to authorize. This is author-
izing language.

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. There is noth-
ing tricky about my question. I am not
trying to put anyone on the spot. I am
just trying to establish that unless the
money is appropriated later on by an-
other act of Congress, and signed in an-
other act by the President, we do not
have 200 new agents this year in each
of the Departments, we don’t have the
research money that is in this bill for
new technology, because this bill does
not provide for any money to be spent.
If that is not a correct statement, then
I withdraw it.

Mr. BROWNBACK. That is correct.
This is authorizing language.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself a half
a minute.

I want to add to what my colleague
said. There is also $100 million in fees
here. We have raised the fee part of it,
which will be self-funding, making the
total $843 million. This agency has a
budget of $6 billion. It is our intention
to try to work within that $6 billion to
find the additional money and to work
with the Appropriations Committee.

But I think that the point the Sen-
ator from New Mexico makes about the
difference between authorization and
appropriations is always worthwhile to
point out so people have a very full un-
derstanding of the process.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sen-
ators.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, before the

distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico leaves the floor, I say to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, he has made a
very important observation.

I am going to vote for this bill. But
we do not have a CBO estimate of the
cost. We have no estimate of the cost.
There is an estimate by the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service. Now,
that may be off a great deal or it may
not be off a great deal.

I think it is important to keep in
mind what the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico has pointed out.
There is a great difference between au-
thorizations and appropriations. And it
is the money that counts. Cicero, that
great Roman orator, said: ‘‘There is no
fortress so strong that money cannot
take it.’’ So it is the money that
counts. And the Senator has made an
important observation. I made that ob-
servation, too, early on. And I don’t
know what the estimate of the cost is
going to be in here. We have certain es-
timates, the $1.1 billion for the first
year, and the $3.2 billion—or something
like that—$3.2 billion for 3 years. But
those are estimates. They are by the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice. And, of course, that is not a great
bank to put your money into when the
INS estimates it. We have seen that
agency fall on its face so many times
in recent years.

But, in any event, I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield for 1 minute?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I would be glad to
yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. A question along
with this observation: I say to the Sen-
ator, it seems to me that what we do—
and what we are doing in this crisis,
which is a very big crisis, with the
President putting large numbers of bil-
lions of dollars in homeland security
and saying this is new money—we
come along and pass bills that author-
ize the new programs that he is saying
he wants new money for, but the truth
of the matter is that very seldom are
any existing programs that are being
paid for eliminated.

So you are going to have a sub-
committee of your Committee on Ap-
propriations, maybe two, that are
going to fund this authorization bill—
or maybe not, or maybe part of it; who
knows? But the President had in mind
canceling a whole bunch of programs in
order to pay for this. And the point I
make is, nobody helps with that part of
the burden. Nobody carries any weight
on trying to make room within the
Government. They just pass on to the
appropriators a very good, wonderful,
new set of authorizations that we have
all passed, and we go home and tell our
people it is going to help solve the cri-
sis that is before us with reference to
taking care of our borders, which are
porous and should not even be called
borders, they are so bad.

I thank the Senator.
Mr. BYRD. Well, the Senator is cor-

rect. There will be a lot of eyes looking
toward the Senator from New Mexico
and toward me, and the other 27 mem-
bers of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, when it comes time to put the
money on the barrelhead.

But having said that, I am going to
vote for this bill. I am still going to
seek a CBO estimate of the cost be-
cause I think that would be helpful in
the coming days as we proceed to the
conference and then to the conference
report, and so on.

AMENDMENT NO. 3161

(Purpose: To revise provisions relating to the
compliance by institutions and other enti-
ties with recordkeeping and reporting re-
quirements with respect to nonimmigrant
students and exchange visitors)
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the oppor-

tunity to seek a quality higher edu-
cation has long enticed men and
women to leave their homelands to
travel to America.

We are, by and large, a generous Na-
tion when it comes to providing an
education to foreign citizenry. Indeed,
American colleges, universities, and
technical schools have opened wide
their doors to students from foreign
lands. And all levels of schooling are
available to foreign nationals of every
age—from preschool to post-graduate
work, from public grade schools to pri-
vate technical-training institutions.

In fact, foreign students have proven
to be a lucrative source of revenue for
U.S. educational institutions. Private-
sector analysts estimate that foreign
students contribute between $9 billion
and $13 billion to the U.S. economy
every year. Any number of marketing
efforts are made by colleges and uni-
versities to recruit foreign students,
whose tuition fees serve to bulk up col-
lege budgets.

As a result, we have opened our bor-
ders to a stream of foreign students
with precious little oversight of their
movement through the American edu-
cational stream. According to the INS,
there are currently 2 million foreign
students admitted to study in this
country—649,000 of whom were admit-
ted just last year. These include nu-
clear engineering scholars, bio-
chemistry students, and pilot-trainees,
who have access to sensitive tech-
nology, training, and information.

Yet while our schools have been
training would-be pilots in the art of
flying airliners, we have been asleep at
the switch! There has been too little
accountability, and too few checks,
largely because oversight has proven
too burdensome and costly for the gov-
ernment and the U.S. educational in-
dustry.

The lax government oversight of
these student visa beneficiaries was un-
derscored by the fact that three of the
September 11 hijackers were awarded
student visas—not to mention the fact
that the INS was still processing the
student visa applications for two of
them 6 months after they had crashed

two planes into the World Trade Center
towers and gone on to meet their eter-
nal destiny.

Clearly INS has not been up to the
job of monitoring foreign students,
and, in its current condition, placing
new burdens on that agency alone is no
solution. Therefore, as we look at our
Nation through the prism of the new
realities of terrorism, we must recon-
sider ways to involve those who have
the best opportunity to prevent at-
tacks. We need the assistance of our
educational institutions.

In recent years, efforts to impose
more stringent reporting requirements
on schools have faltered because edu-
cational institutions have been reluc-
tant to get into the job of monitoring
foreign students. In fact, colleges and
universities have lobbied heavily
against such requirements, and the
current lack of a national program to
monitor foreign students indicates the
effectiveness of that lobbying effort.

The pending legislation takes some
important steps toward closing many
of the loopholes in our foreign student
policies that could be exploited by a
potential terrorist. If the student mon-
itoring provisions in this bill are to be
successful, however, we must ensure
the participation of our schools. These
institutions are best suited to inform
the INS and the State Department as
to which students have been accepted
to attend a school, whether they actu-
ally show up for class once they enter
the country on a student visa, and
whether they continue their classes or
merely drop out of sight after checking
in with the admissions office.

Monitoring the student via program
requires a partnership between the gov-
ernment and all colleges, and technical
schools that accept foreigners.

The pending bill gives the INS and
the Secretary of State too much discre-
tion in determining whether or not
these educational institutions should
be penalized.

Section 502(c) of this bill reads:
EFFECT OF FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure of

an institution or other entity to comply
with the record keeping and reporting re-
quirements to receive nonimmigrant stu-
dents or exchange visitor program partici-
pants under section 101(a)(15) (F), (M), or (J)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(a)(15) (F), (M), or (J)) or Section
641 of the Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (8
U.S.C. 1372), may, at the election of the Com-
missioner of Immigration and Naturalization
or the Secretary of State, result in the ter-
mination, suspension, or limitation of the in-
stitution’s approval to receive such students
or the termination of the other entity’s des-
ignation to sponsor exchange visitor pro-
gram participants, as the case may be.

What’s more, in section 502 of this
bill, the ‘‘periodic reviews,’’ which the
INS Commissioner, Secretary of State,
and Secretary of Education are re-
quired to make to determine whether
institutions are complying with this
legislation, are not defined. A ‘‘peri-
odic review’’ could mean every 5 years
or it could mean every 20 years or it
could mean every 50 years.
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That is very soft language.
My amendment would require re-

views by the relevant agency heads at
least once every two years. Further, if
they found that U.S. educational insti-
tutions were materially not complying
with the reporting requirements in this
bill, my amendment would require the
relevant agency heads to terminate or
suspend, for at least one year, the right
of those institutions to accept foreign
students.

This amendment makes clear the se-
rious concern about this Nation’s abil-
ity to help foreign students while also
protecting our homeland. Educational
institutions are essential partners in
our efforts to ensure that foreign stu-
dents really are ‘‘students’’ with no
other agenda but learning.

I thank Senators KENNEDY,
BROWNBACK, FEINSTEIN, and KYL for
their support of this amendment. I
hope that the Senate will adopt it.

Mr. President, I have made my state-
ment prior to calling up the amend-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that
the time I have consumed in reading
my statement come out of my time on
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send the
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered
3161:

On page 49, beginning on line 4, strike
‘‘The’’ and all that follows through ‘‘re-
views’’ on line 7 and insert ‘‘Not later than
two years after the date of enactment of this
Act, and every two years thereafter, the
Commissioner of Immigration and Natu-
ralization, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Education, shall conduct a review’’.

On page 49, lines 22 and 23, strike ‘‘The Sec-
retary of State shall conduct periodic re-
views’’ and insert ‘‘Not later than two years
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
every two years thereafter, the Secretary of
State shall conduct a review’’.

On page 50, line 16, strike ‘‘(c) EFFECT OF
FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure’’ and insert
‘‘(c) EFFECT OF MATERIAL FAILURE TO COM-
PLY.—Material failure’’.

Beginning on page 50, line 24, strike ‘‘may’’
and all that follows through the period on
line 5 of page 51 and insert the following:
‘‘shall result in the suspension for at least
one year or termination, at the election of
the Commissioner of Immigration and Natu-
ralization, of the institution’s approval to
receive such students, or result in the sus-
pension for at least one year or termination,
at the election of the Secretary of State, of
the other entity’s designation to sponsor ex-
change visitor program participants, as the
case may be.’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will
urge our colleagues to support this
amendment for the excellent reasons
that the sponsor gave in support and in
justification of the amendment.

There are now 26,000 universities and
schools that can effectively approve a
foreign student to come and study. But

the foreign student has to qualify for
the visa project at the current time.
We have included some very important
requirements in this legislation be-
cause this has been one of the great
loopholes in our monitoring of who
comes into this country and who does
not.

The State Department must first re-
ceive the electronic evidence of the ac-
ceptance from an approved U.S. insti-
tution prior to issuing a student visa.
The State Department must inform the
INS that a visa has been approved. The
INS must inform the approved institu-
tion the student has been admitted
into the country, and then the ap-
proved institution must notify INS
when the student has registered and
enrolled. If the student doesn’t report
for class, the school must notify the
INS of this absence not later than 30
days after the deadline for the classes.

So the colleges and universities have
to develop that kind of system in order
to be qualified for these programs,
which is enormously important and a
very significant, dramatic change from
the current situation.

Currently, there are sporadic inspec-
tions of the universities. So now the
Byrd amendment comes along and
says, well, what you have in here looks
good on paper, but what we take note
of is the fact that, even if it is good on
paper, the INS, in its history, has been
sporadic in inspecting and finding out
whether the schools and colleges are
doing what they said and what they are
supposed to do. That has been true.
This tightens that provision up in a
very important way.

If there is a material breach, then
there will be a suspension of that insti-
tution from being able to receive the
foreign students. So I believe it is
going to make a very important dif-
ference in terms of compliance with
one of the most important aspects of
this legislation, which is understanding
the students who are coming here,
monitoring the students when they are
here, knowing when the students are
leaving, and if the students are not at-
tending the schools, having access to
that kind of information as well.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for the amendment. What it does
is put real teeth into this provision
which we had worked out in the com-
mittee to achieve the kind of oversight
the INS has not had up to this time.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues, as well, to support
the Byrd amendment. The reasons have
been stated by both Senators BYRD and
KENNEDY. I think the important thing
to look at and see here is that we have
a number of foreign students in the
United States, and this has been a very
positive thing, overall, for the United
States and for the rest of the world. I
don’t think anybody would disagree
with that statement. Yet what we have

had taking place is a system that, over
time, has gotten far too loose, and we
saw the effects of that on September
11, where a couple of these individuals
who came into the United States and
did this operation, this horrific thing
that happened, came in under student
visas because they were looking for
weaknesses in the system to get into
the United States in a less restrictive,
reviewed area. So that is why this has
been at the very heart of this bill.

Senator BYRD puts in a good provi-
sion. There have been sporadic reviews
by the Government of the educational
institutions to see that they are doing
this right, that they are taking the
program seriously and not just finding
some way of being able to bump up
their student account and the number
of students coming to the United
States. We will have a regular report-
ing requirement and we will be able to
monitor this much more closely. It
should not inhibit legitimate students
from coming here, nor the institutions
that are legitimate and serious about
what their projects are. It will be a bit
more of a hindrance to those looking to
increase their foreign student accounts
and, hopefully, it will help us to get at
those students who are here to do us
harm.

I urge adoption of this amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this

amendment actually came into the bill
from the original parts of the bill, Sen-
ator KYL’s and my investigations from
the Terrorism and Technology Sub-
committee. What we found is the stu-
dent visa program was greatly in dis-
array. We found that we have about
660,000 students coming in a year, and
there is no tracking of any of them.
Nobody knows whether they are really
at a school.

Up to this point, the schools have had
no responsibility to report that a stu-
dent has arrived, that a student is tak-
ing this or that course and, yes, that
the student has stayed in school. So I
think Senator BYRD’s amendment
strengthens what is already in the bill.
I think it makes it a better bill. We in-
tend to follow up on this. Senator KEN-
NEDY and I have discussed it. We intend
to see, in fact, that the schools do keep
their word and do, in fact, do the re-
porting they are required to do under
this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, Senator
FEINSTEIN and I were upstairs a mo-
ment ago during the time allotted for
discussion of the bill in general. Let me
take a couple of minutes, if I could, to
express my support also for the amend-
ment pending that Senator BYRD of-
fered. As Senator FEINSTEIN said, it
will strengthen what we are trying to
do with the student visa program.

Mr. President, the Judiciary Com-
mittee has a couple of subcommittees
of jurisdiction. Senator KENNEDY and
Senator BROWNBACK are the chairman
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and ranking member of the Immigra-
tion Subcommittee, and I have the
honor of serving on that committee, as
does Senator FEINSTEIN. She chairs and
I am ranking member of the Terrorism
Subcommittee. So we have had the
ability in both of these subcommittees
to hold hearings and to discover after
September 11 areas in which we can im-
prove our immigration laws to make it
much more difficult for terrorists to
enter this country or to stay here ille-
gally.

This legislation is designed to close
as many of those so-called loopholes as
we can. I think it is a good effort in
that regard. Each of the amendments
that will be offered by Senator BYRD,
in one way or another, strengthens the
bill we have already offered.

I wanted to make two quick com-
ments. Eighteen of the terrorists who
entered the country and flew airplanes
into the World Trade Center, the Pen-
tagon, and into the ground in Pennsyl-
vania came in using B–1, B–2 tourist
visas. According to the Department of
State, 47 foreign-born individuals, in-
cluding these 19, have been charged
with, pled guilty to, or been convicted
of involvement in terrorism over the
past decade. All 47 of these people had
contacts with an INS inspector. Yet,
somehow, they were able to get into
the country. The 19th of the 19 was
Hani Hanjour. He entered the country
on an F1 student visa, the subject of
the specific amendment now before us.
He supposedly came here to attend
classes and study English. He never
showed up for class. The school did not
notify the authorities that he never at-
tended classes. He overstayed his visa
and just melted into our society.

Another example of one of the terror-
ists, Mohamed Atta, came in on a tour-
ist visa. According to several sources,
he was placed on the FBI watch list 6
weeks before the terrorist attacks. But
his name was never entered into INS’s
system. Before his visa expired in De-
cember of 2000, Atta actually went to
the INS to change his status to that of
student. After December of 2000, even
without the information that showed
his placement on a watch list, he
should not have been allowed to reen-
ter the country.

Yet, on June 3, 2000, at Newark Inter-
national Airport on a Czech Air flight
from Prague, after being questioned by
INS for an hour, he was admitted back
into the United States.

My point of illustrating with these
two examples is to point out that the
INS had contact with all of these peo-
ple. They clearly should have been
caught, but they were not caught be-
cause the INS officials either did not
have the information they should have
had or for some other reason did not
ask the right questions.

Mary Ryan, who is one of the people
who testified before Senator FEIN-
STEIN’s subcommittee—her title is As-
sistant Secretary for Consular Affairs,
Department of State—actually said: we
felt like the woman driving through

the school zone at 15 miles an hour and
the little girl runs out behind the
parked cars. She gets hit, and we feel
terrible, but what could we do about it?
That is why we set about trying to fig-
ure out what we could do about it.

One provision is to tighten up the
student visa requirements. Without
going into anything further, I think it
sets the stage for what we are trying to
accomplish and trying to close some of
these loopholes, how we hope it will
have some good, positive effect—not
the overall answer to terrorism, but it
will help to some extent.

As I said, the amendments Senator
BYRD offers strengthen the bill. I am
supportive of them, and I hope we can
get to final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if it is
agreeable with Senator KENNEDY and
the other cosponsors of the amend-
ment, I will yield back the remainder
of my time on the amendment. Some
Senators have been promised that
there will be no votes until about 7:15
p.m. If it is agreeable with all the co-
sponsors, I will be happy to ask unani-
mous consent that the vote on this
amendment occur upon the expiration
of all time on the amendments and fur-
ther statements can be made in regard
to the bill so that the votes would be
stacked for beginning, say, around 7:15
p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, stack-
ing the votes is fine with me. I would
rather have our colleagues available so
that we can move along. It is just 6
o’clock now. Maybe my cosponsors
want to spend time describing the
amendments. I do not think so. I know
Senator FEINSTEIN has not had a
chance to address the whole issue as a
prime sponsor. It seems to me we
should be able to consider these amend-
ments in a timely manner. I would like
to see if we can move the votes to prior
to 7:15 p.m. If the leader set that time,
then that will be the time, but I hope
we can make progress prior to that
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if
we stack these votes, I certainly think
our colleagues will appreciate that. I
believe there is going to be, if I under-
stand the intention of the Senator
from West Virginia and the amend-
ments he is putting forward, broad
agreement amongst the cosponsors of
the amendments.

All of these are strengthening
amendments. I see no reason why we
cannot do all of the amendments to-
gether in an expedited fashion. What
the Senator is doing is really making
the bill better. I do not know if it is
possible, but if we could do it, we could
have a limited number of votes for
which we would call our colleagues
back.

These are good amendments. I do not
anticipate anybody coming to the

Chamber in opposition to them. Pos-
sibly we could adopt these together as
one. Of the ones I have looked at, they
appear to look quite good. My hope is
to complete them quickly. If we need
to do it at 7:15 p.m., fine, and we can do
them possibly altogether.

Mr. BYRD. I think it will work out
all right if we just proceed.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the vote on this amendment
occur at the expiration of the time on
all the amendments with the yielding
back of that time and yielding back or
making final statements on the bill, if
that is agreeable with the cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 3162

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send to
the desk the second amendment, and I
ask that the clerk read the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered
3162.

(Purpose: To require as a condition of a
country’s designation or continued des-
ignation as a program country under the
Visa Waiver Program that the country re-
ports to the United States Government the
theft of blank passports issued by that
country)
Beginning on page 32, strike line 23 and all

that follows through line 5 on page 33 and in-
sert the following:

(a) REPORTING PASSPORT THEFTS.—Section
217 of the Immigration and Nationality Act
(8 U.S.C. 1187) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (c)(2)
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) REPORTING PASSPORT THEFTS.—The
government of the country certifies that it
reports to the United States Government on
a timely basis the theft of blank passports
issued by that country.’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(5)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘5
years’’ and inserting ‘‘2 years’’; and

(3) by adding at the end of subsection (f)
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) FAILURE TO REPORT PASSPORT
THEFTS.—If the Attorney General and the
Secretary of State jointly determine that
the program country is not reporting the
theft of blank passports, as required by sub-
section (c)(2)(D), the Attorney General shall
terminate the designation of the country as
a program country.’’.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield
such time as I may consume from my
time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in my tes-
timony before the Immigration Sub-
committee last week, I spoke about the
safety of the American people and how
that safety within their own borders
often takes a back seat to such issues
as commerce and diplomacy.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2921April 18, 2002
The visa waiver program, I believe, is

a clear example of what I was talking
about.

The program allows 23 million citi-
zens from 28 countries to enter the
United States without first obtaining a
visa from a U.S. consulate abroad. This
program, by eliminating the visa re-
quirement and the subsequent State
Department background check, expe-
dites travel and commerce, but waives
the usual first step by which foreigners
are screened for admissibility when
seeking to enter the United States.

Consequently, in a 1999 study, the
Justice Department’s Office of the In-
spector General found that terrorists,
criminals, and alien smugglers have at-
tempted to gain entry into the United
States through the waiver program.
The inspector general’s office also com-
mented on the danger of stolen pass-
ports from visa waiver countries being
used by terrorists to enter the United
States without a visa.

It has been noted that in 1992 one of
the conspirators in the 1993 World
Trade Center bombing tried to get into
the United States through the visa
waiver program with a fake Swedish
passport. Fortunately, he was caught,
and a search of his luggage revealed
bomb-making instructions.

In recent years, tens of thousands of
blank passports from visa waiver coun-
tries have been stolen. These passports
are sold on the black market to terror-
ists, criminals, and anyone else who
may wish to avoid a State Department
background check before entering the
United States.

While only countries deemed ‘‘low-
risk’’ are allowed to participate in the
visa waiver program, and they must
meet certain qualifications, the Attor-
ney General is only required to review
these countries’ participation once
every 5 years. Moreover, the Attorney
General is not required to consider the
efforts to prevent theft when deter-
mining whether to accept the country
into or allow the country to continue
to participate in the visa waiver pro-
gram.

My amendment would require the At-
torney General to review the countries
that participate in the visa waiver pro-
gram at least once every 2 years to
help ensure that those countries con-
tinue to meet the programs’s stand-
ards, and it also requires the Attorney
General to remove countries from the
program that do not report stolen pass-
ports. I am hopeful that my amend-
ment will foster the kind of review
that will result in greater scrutiny of
this program and of those who enter
the country through it.

This is a commonsense amendment,
and I hope that Senators will support
it.

I have discussed it with Senator KEN-
NEDY, and he in turn has discussed it
with the other authors of the bill and I
hope that all Senators will support the
amendment. I believe it to be a good
one, a very worthwhile amendment.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I urge our colleagues
to support this amendment as well. It
strengthens an important provision in
the legislation. The Senator has out-
lined what the visa waiver program is,
available now to 28 different countries.

Why the visa waiver? It was the judg-
ment and the determination that if 2
percent, or less than 2 percent, of the
visa applications were going to be re-
jected, then it probably made sense in
terms of the efficiency to grant a visa
waiver to that particular country.
These are generally our oldest allies
and friends as nations. A country has
to stay at 21⁄2 percent in order to stay
in the program. Six countries a year is
the general rule.

So what the Senator’s amendment
does is it says, look, given the changed
circumstances that exist in the world,
at least every 2 years we want to see
countries reviewed. This is certainly
supportable.

One of the principal reasons, obvi-
ously, in reviewing a country in terms
of a visa waiver, may be because there
are national security issues that are
different. There may be law enforce-
ment issues that are different. If there
are security issues that are different,
then we would want to know it and
know about it in a timely way.

We have seen in recent times, a
month ago, Argentina was dropped
from the visa waiver program because
of the turmoil that exists there and the
enormous numbers of people who were
leaving with very little intention per-
haps of returning. So the amendment
of the Senator will ensure that the visa
waiver program will carry forward its
real intention, and it will be carefully
reviewed every 2 years with the idea
that the review, which will be by the
State Department and the Attorney
General, will look at the country and
see if there are new issues of security
that may pose a potential threat to the
United States. If they do, they can
take the action of removing the coun-
try, or make other recommendations.

The second feature of this amend-
ment, which is enormously important,
is the requirement that we are going to
have the report of stolen passports.
That has been a very slipshod process
in the past. The Byrd amendment puts
teeth into that provision. If the coun-
tries themselves are not going to be re-
porting these stolen passports, they
will no longer be participating in this
favored position in terms of the visa
waiver.

Getting a handle on stolen passports
is enormously important. It is going to
be even more important as we move on
into the future. This amendment
makes sense. I hope our colleagues will
support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to support this sec-
ond Byrd amendment. It is a strength-
ening amendment, for the reasons that

have been articulated by the Senator
from West Virginia and the Senator
from Massachusetts.

I wish to focus on the final point that
Senator KENNEDY put forward with an
exclamation mark. This is an impor-
tant program. The visa waiver program
has certainly been a very valuable one
for the countries that work closely
with the United States. They like it. A
number of people who travel really like
and appreciate it, and yet in some
places we are having thefts, losses of
passports with which people can pene-
trate our borders. That has not been as
forcefully enforced by other countries
on this visa waiver provision.

Now, with the Byrd amendment re-
quiring an every 2-year review, if they
are not enforcing this provision when
there is a loss or a theft of a passport,
it is not being reported aggressively,
there is a real hammer here: No more
visa waiver.

I rather imagine there are a number
of countries that are in this visa waiv-
er program that do not like this
amendment, but for us and for our se-
curity this is an excellent provision
given the world of today. If this were
10, 20 years ago and we did not have
quite the present threat on us of ter-
rorist attacks in the United States and
people trying to slip through our bor-
ders, one might say this is going to be
an added burden that maybe we should
not have. But given the situation we
are in today, I think we would have
been wise to have had it 10 or 20 years
ago. It is clearly a needed provision,
and it will cause people who are work-
ing closely with the United States,
that have this visa waiver, they will
scrutinize their practices more closely
and report these passports if they have
been stolen.

This is an excellent strengthening
provision. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. I yield back the remain-

der of my time. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote on this amendment
occur immediately after the vote on
the student monitoring amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator from Massachusetts yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield back all of the
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 3163

Mr. BYRD. I now offer a third amend-
ment. I anticipate we could have a
voice vote on this amendment, unless
enough Senators wish to have a rollcall
vote.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2922 April 18, 2002
I send the amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

pending amendment is laid aside. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered
3163.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To substitute October 26, 2004, for

October 26, 2003, for the achievement of re-
quirements with respect to machine-read-
able, tamper-resistant entry and exit docu-
ments)
On page 25, line 21, strike ‘‘October 26,

2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.
On page 26, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘October

26, 2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.
On page 26, lines 24 and 25, strike ‘‘October

26, 2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.
On page 28, line 2, strike ‘‘October 26, 2003’’

and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.
On page 28, line 16, strike ‘‘October 26,

2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume of the
time allotted to me on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as we
strive to respond to the new challenges
of terrorism, we must be cognizant of
the essential component of public
trust. Without the confidence of the
people, our efforts to improve domestic
security, including our efforts to tight-
en our border defenses, cannot succeed.

To help ensure that we do not under-
mine the public’s confidence in our ef-
forts to secure our borders, we must set
realistic mandates—that is, guidelines
and time frames that are measurable
and achievable.

This bill, in two separate instances,
sets an October 26, 2003, deadline for
the Attorney General and the Sec-
retary of State to meet two separate
mandates.

Section 303(b)(1):
Not later than October 26, 2003, the Attor-

ney General and the Secretary of State shall
issue to aliens only machine-readable, tam-
per-resistant visas and travel and entry doc-
uments that use biometric identifiers.

Section 303(b)(2):
Not later than October 26, 2003, the Attor-

ney General, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall install at all ports of
entry of the United States equipment and
software to allow biometric comparison of
all United States visas and travel and entry
documents issued to aliens, and passports
issued pursuant to subsection (c)(1).

A third October 26, 2003, deadline ap-
plies to visa waiver countries issuing
to their nationals machine-readable
passports that are tamper-resistant
and that incorporate biometric identi-
fiers.

I question whether the Attorney Gen-
eral and the Secretary of State will be
able to meet these deadlines. When I
asked one of the authors of this bill,
Senator KYL, about this deadline dur-
ing the floor debate on Monday, Sen-
ator KYL said:

The Senator from West Virginia raises a
good question with respect to those dead-
lines. Frankly, on two of the three, there is
no good answer. The Senator is absolutely

correct about that. . . . As to precisely how
long it will take to get those [systems] on-
line, there is not a good specific answer, nor
is there an answer as to when we can have
the interoperable system developed, which is
one of the central features of the bill.

These dates are not based on the
availability of technology, or even pro-
jections about the availability of tech-
nology. Nor are they based on any real-
istic expectation about the availability
of funding. As far as I can tell, these
deadlines are based solely on the fact
that the USA PATRIOT Act was signed
into law on that same day in 2001.

I appreciate the notion that, without
deadlines, it is difficult to press the
agencies to act expeditiously. But,
when this deadline comes and goes, and
the Attorney General and the Sec-
retary of State have not met these
goals, the public will have reason to be-
come disillusioned with our efforts to
tighten our border defenses. Consid-
ering the public’s current skepticism
regarding the INS and its ability to
safeguard our borders, I suggest that
we be careful about committing our
border defense agencies to deadlines
that they cannot meet.

Under the regular appropriations
process, Congress cannot make the nec-
essary funding available to the agen-
cies before October 1, 2002, and that as-
sumes that all 13 appropriations bills
are completed on time, by the end of
the fiscal year. Even if the bills are
completed on time, it could still take
months before funds are released to the
agencies to meet these mandates.

With the support of Senator KEN-
NEDY, I am offering an amendment that
would move the October 26, 2003, dead-
lines back by one year to October 26,
2004. This amendment allows the Con-
gress more time to appropriate the nec-
essary funds, and help to ensure ade-
quate time for the State and Justice
Departments to meet these deadlines.

Our efforts to tighten our border de-
fenses will require the long-term sup-
port of the American people. It is an ef-
fort that will require the trust and con-
fidence of the American people. We
should not place that trust at risk by
setting deadlines we know to be unreal-
istic. So it is for that reason Senator
KENNEDY and I and the other authors of
this amendment have worked together
to fashion this amendment. I urge
adoption of this amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I

rise in support of the Byrd amendment.
This is a positive amendment in the
overall bill, it is appropriate, and it
was the topic of a great deal of discus-
sion previously as we were putting to-
gether this bill overall. The bill, in its
design, had a number of people working
together to try to figure it out. One of
the most contentious issues was this
issue about the time deadline in which
we would be able to accomplish these
biometric identifiers.

The administration had a great deal
of concern about meeting the very ag-

gressive dates set in the overall bill. A
number of our colleagues involved in
the negotiation said: We realize this
may be aggressive, but we need to push
it because this is such an important
issue. A lot of people within the execu-
tive branch were saying: I don’t know
that we can meet this deadline.

This amendment will be well received
by a number of people who believed the
time deadlines put forward in the origi-
nal bill were just too aggressive to be
accomplished. This will set a far more
realistic date as to when we accomplish
it. I know people in the executive
branch will try to do this as quickly as
possible. They are clearly going to be
far more comfortable with this date as
being more realistic, one that can be
accomplished.

For those reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to support this Byrd amend-
ment to the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. I have a different take on
it. I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, but I think we need to
send a message to the INS that it can’t
be business as usual any longer and
that instead of a ‘‘can’t do’’ attitude,
they have to have a ‘‘can do’’ attitude.

I personally spoke with Governor
Ridge about this deadline and asked
him what he thought. He said: Let me
get back to you. When he did get back
to me, he said: We have to move for-
ward as quickly as possible. I support
the date that Senators KENNEDY,
BROWNBACK, and FEINSTEIN and I
agreed upon. We have to show the
American people we will get on with
this and the delay will no longer be ac-
ceptable.

Senator BROWNBACK is correct when
he says that this will make some peo-
ple a lot happier. There were people
who were saying: We are not sure we
can meet this deadline in the bill. To
that extent, the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia will be
well received.

I want to make it clear, we are not
sending a signal by agreeing with the
Senator from West Virginia tonight—
and I know he doesn’t mean to, either,
as I understand this amendment—be-
cause we have decided it is OK to sit
back and relax because we have extra
time. It is simply a reflection of the
fact that it will not be easy. It will
take time. Nobody knows for sure ex-
actly how much. However, all five of
us, I am sure I can say, are strongly of
the view that we have to get on with
this. Business as usual is not going to
cut it.

The good news is that while tech-
nology may be a little more difficult to
implement in the very beginning, and a
little costly, in the long run it will be
both cheaper and much more efficient
in enabling analysis of the data in this
huge country of ours with all of the
millions of people who come into it by
visas and other means. The technology
will help enforce the provisions of this
bill and other legislation on the books.
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Technology will be the answer even-

tually. It will take time to get going.
But by agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from West Virginia, I can
speak for everyone by saying to those
folks who have to implement it, we do
not mean for you to relax; we mean for
you to get on with it. We have to do
our part by giving you the resources to
do it.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I, too,
hope our colleagues will support the
amendment. There really is not any
difference in the views that are being
shared on the Senate floor this
evening. That is, we want to get the
best technology, and we want to then
get a process so that it can be utilized
effectively in order to protect our secu-
rity.

I want to give assurances to those
who favor the earlier date that our
committee will be meeting with the
Commissioner, with Mr. Ziglar, and we
welcome other colleagues, to try to
monitor this as aggressively as we pos-
sibly can. This is the final date, but it
is certainly the sense here for the INS
to understand we want it done as early
as possible. But we want to make sure
it is complete, and we are going to
have the best technology. Then we are
going to have the best technology in
terms of the implementation of the
legislation.

We give assurance to our colleagues
that our committee will monitor this
very carefully and periodically give re-
ports back to the Senate because this
is enormously important.

What we are basically saying is with
550 million people moving in and out of
the United States, there is a limited
number who pose a security threat.
The immigrants are not the danger,
terrorists are the danger. We have to
be able to use that knowledge to detect
them. We have great opportunities to
do it. We want to get the right tech-
nology and implement it and we want
to do it in the shortest possible time.

This legislation will establish send-
ing that message. I agree with those
who say we want to get started, we
want to get it done right, but we have
altered the date to take into consider-
ation those who believe we would not
have done the right job if we had the
earlier date. We think this makes
sense, and we hope colleagues will sup-
port the amendment.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to join my colleagues supporting
this amendment. There is one thing I
would like to point out. I have serious
concerns about the visa waiver pro-
gram. I have concerns about its wisdom
in the first place.

When you have 23 million people
coming in without visas, from 29 dif-
ferent countries, it becomes so easy for
passports to be misplaced and for peo-
ple who are threats to get into this
program. I think we have to watch it

very carefully. We have to depend on
the fact that the strictures in this bill
are meant to be carried out.

I, for one, would not have a problem
with doing away with the program if
we find any more irregularities in it.
We have actual instances where terror-
ists have used this visa waiver pro-
gram. We know 100,000 passports were
missing. We know they were not re-
ported in a timely way. This bill re-
quires, first of all, the thefts of pass-
ports, or that passports are missing, be
reported immediately. Then the INS,
within 72 hours, would have to enter
them into an interoperable database,
assuming we get to that interoperable
database. Until that system is estab-
lished, the INS would enter the infor-
mation into an existing data system.

I, for one, am going to ask my staff
to watch very carefully as to how these
passport numbers get entered, and I
will try to do my level best to see it is
carried out. If it is not, I think we will
have to go back and assess the wisdom
of this entire program.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am happy

to yield the remainder of my time.
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield back the re-

mainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

is yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the

amendment.
The amendment (No. 3163) was agreed

to.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote.
Mr. BROWNBACK. I move to lay that

motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 3164

(Purpose: To increase the penalty for non-
compliance with the requirements to pro-
vide manifest information)
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the amendment.
The senior assistant bill clerk read as

follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered
3164:

On page 39, line 25, strike ‘‘$300’’ and insert
‘‘$1,000’’.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the border
security bill before the Senate requires
ships and aircraft entering the United
States to provide to our immigration
officials a manifest of all passengers
and crew on the vessel before they ar-
rive in U.S. ports. If a commercial car-
rier fails to do so, this bill imposes on
the carreer a $300 fine for each person
not mentioned, or for each person in-
correctly identified, in the manifest.

This penalty is wholly inadequate in
my judgment. It is really a slap on the
wrist for an airline or sea carrier that
fails to provide important information

to our immigration officials. This
amendment would increase this pen-
alty to $1,000 for each person that a
commercial carriers fails to list accu-
rately on the passenger manifest.

Airlines and sea carries must be more
than a passive conduit for information
between ticket agents and our border
defense agencies. We need the commer-
cial carriers that bring people to this
country to be partners in identifying
persons who might have suspicious
travel documents or travel plans.

Increasing the fine for noncompli-
ance is one way to emphasize to com-
mercial carriers that they have an im-
portant role in border security.

This amendment has the support of
the managers of the bill and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield

myself such time as I may use.
I support the amendment. I think it

demonstrates support for a very impor-
tant provision in the legislation, and
that is for the INS to receive the mani-
fests of those who are coming into the
United States in a timely fashion. It
demonstrates, by increasing the pen-
alty, that we are serious about this
issue.

The American carriers, as I under-
stand it, do this regularly, routinely.
In any event, there are a number of
carriers that do not. What the amend-
ment does is underline the importance
of this function and establishes the se-
riousness with which we take this func-
tion of information by increasing the
penalty. I think it helps the legislation
and I support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,
this is another strengthening amend-
ment. We have teeth in this provision.
They get bigger with the Byrd amend-
ment. I think that is a good provision
for us on the prearrival of aircraft com-
ing into this country. For whatever
reason, we have had some difficulty
with airlines providing this manifest
ahead of time. This is going to make
this a more significant penalty.

We need to have this information. We
should have this information ahead of
time. This is a key security issue. It is
part of this extension to try to deal
with terrorists trying to enter our
land.

This is a good strengthening amend-
ment. I urge my colleagues to support
it.

I congratulate and thank the Senator
from West Virginia once again for help-
ing to make what I think is a good bill
better.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the

remainder of my time on this amend-
ment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.
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The amendment (No. 3164) was agreed

to.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator from West Virginia
for the study that he has given to this
issue, and for the recommendations
that he has made on this legislation.
We are urging our colleagues to sup-
port this.

I thank him for his cooperation and
for the seriousness which he has given
to this legislation. I thank him.

Mr. President, under the consent
agreement we still have the additional
item; that is, the managers’ amend-
ment. I ask that we now proceed to the
consideration of the managers’ amend-
ment.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield for a ques-
tion prior to proceeding?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote on the previous
amendment.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3160

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-

NEDY], for himself and Mr. BROWNBACK, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. KYL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3160.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I hope
we will approve the managers’ amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 3160) was agreed
to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that two rollcalls have been
ordered. I ask unanimous consent that
it be in order to ask for the yeas and
nays on final passage of H.R. 3525, the
underlying measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am

very pleased that the Senate is consid-
ering H.R. 3525, the Enhanced Border

Security and Visa Entry Reform Act.
This bill mirrors S. 1749, which Senator
KENNEDY introduced with Senators
FEINSTEIN, BROWNBACK, KYL, and oth-
ers. I am one of 58 cosponsors of S. 1749,
which has commanded extraordinary
bipartisan support and the sponsorship
of most of the members of the Judici-
ary Committee, from which H.R. 3525
was discharged. Indeed, this bill re-
flects the results of sustained bipar-
tisan negotiation, and represents the
consensus view of Senators across the
ideological spectrum. In other words,
this is legislation the Senate should
pass without delay.

As a Senator from Vermont, I know
what a serious issue border security is.
For too long, Congress has taken a
haphazard approach to border security,
meeting many of the needs of our
southwest border but neglecting our
border with Canada. Since the terrorist
attacks of September 11, we have taken
a far more comprehensive approach.
Congress took its first steps to
strengthen our borders in the USA PA-
TRIOT Act, which authorized tripling
the number of Border Patrol personnel,
INS Inspectors, and Customs Service
agents serving along our northern bor-
der, and $100 million in funding for im-
proved technology for the INS and Cus-
toms Service’s use in monitoring the
border. As the author of those provi-
sions, I am pleased that the adminis-
tration has requested substantial in-
creases in funding for border security
personnel. I urge the Congress not only
to fund this priority, but to ensure that
the northern border receives at least
half of any new supply of border secu-
rity enforcement officers.

The legislation before us today builds
on the first steps taken in the USA PA-
TRIOT Act to strengthen substantially
the security of our borders. It will fur-
ther increase the number of INS In-
spectors and INS investigative per-
sonnel, and authorize raises for Border
Patrol agents and inspectors so that we
can retain our experienced border secu-
rity officers, who have been so over-
worked over the past 7 months. The
bill also authorizes funding for training
of INS personnel for more effective bor-
der management, and for improving
the State Department’s review of visa
applicants abroad. In addition, it au-
thorizes $150 million for the INS to im-
prove technology for border security,
another important follow-up to the
USA PATRIOT Act.

Beyond authorizing badly needed
funding for our borders, this legislation
includes a number of important secu-
rity provisions, a few of which I would
like to highlight today. First, it re-
quires the Attorney General and Sec-
retary of State to issue only machine-
readable and tamper-resistant visas,
and travel and entry documents using
biometric identifiers, by October 26,
2003. They must also have machines
that can read the documents at all
ports of entry by that date.

Second, the bill requires the Sec-
retary of State to establish terrorist

lookout committees within each U.S.
mission abroad, to ensure that con-
sular officials receive updated informa-
tion on known or potential terrorists
in the Nation where they are stationed.

Third, the bill will foster information
sharing between other Government
agencies and the State Department and
INS, and shorten the deadline estab-
lished in the USA PATRIOT Act to de-
velop a technology standard to identify
visa applicants.

Fourth, the legislation requires all
commercial vessels or aircraft entering
or departing from the United States to
provide complete passenger manifests.

Fifth, this bill would substantially
strengthen existing law for the moni-
toring of foreign students. The Govern-
ment would be required to collect addi-
tional information about student visa
applicants, and educational institu-
tions would be obligated to report visa
holders who did not appear for classes.
In addition, the INS Commissioner
would perform periodic audits of edu-
cational institutions entitled to accept
foreign students.

I will vote for this bill because it will
help protect our Nation and our bor-
ders. More than ever since September
11, those issues are fundamental prior-
ities for this Congress. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
bill, and look forward to its becoming
law.

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President,
today we are considering legislation on
one of the most important issues in our
fight against terrorism—how we can ef-
fectively secure our borders.

For me and for my State, one of the
most critical things this bill does is to
build on our efforts last year to in-
crease staffing at the border by author-
izing annual staffing increases on the
borders for each of the next 5 years.

Those of us who represent States
along the northern border knew before
September 11 that the northern border
was woefully understaffed. While we
were able to double staffing across the
border last year, the northern border
will need a yearly infusion of staff to
guarantee our security for the future.

This bill also incorporates many of
the ideas of our colleague from Cali-
fornia, Senator FEINSTEIN, to create a
workable entry and exit system and
better tracking of those in this country
on student visas, and I would like to
thank her for her many years of work
on these issues.

Finally, this bill is about better use
of technology to provide the enhanced
security and border efficiency we need.
But with every technological solution,
comes the very real risk that the tech-
nology could be misused to invade per-
sonal privacy.

I have worked hard to make sure
that provisions of this bill preserve the
right to privacy. As we come to rely
more on technology, including vol-
untary programs that require our citi-
zens to provide personal information to
government agencies, we will need to
make very sure that we have sufficient
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safeguards in place to protect how that
information is stored and used.

Many of the provisions of this bill are
based on and cross-reference a provi-
sion I was able to include in the USA
PATRIOT Act. That provision requires
the State Department and the Depart-
ment of Justice to develop a tech-
nology standard for the purpose of ex-
changing law enforcement and intel-
ligence information necessary to
screen applicants for U.S. visas and in-
dividual’s using visas to enter the
country.

Within that standard, there are spe-
cific privacy safeguards to limit the
application of the standard of aliens;
limit the purposes the date collected
could be used to background checks
and border verification; limit the dis-
tribution of the data to consular offi-
cers and border inspectors; require that
any changes to expand access to the
data has to be done by regulation so
that the public can have input; finally,
we require Congressional oversight of
the implementation of the technology
standard.

I am pleased that this legislation in-
corporates these safeguards and adds
others specific to the ‘‘interoperable
database system’’ that facilitates the
sharing of law enforcement and intel-
ligence information with the State De-
partment and INS.

The bill before us today limits re-dis-
semination of information accessed
through the system; ensures that the
information is used solely to determine
the admissibility or deportability of an
alien to the United States; requires ac-
curacy, security and confidentiality;
requires protection of any privacy
rights of individuals who are subject of
the information in the system; and re-
quires the timely removal and destruc-
tion of obsolete or inaccurate informa-
tion.

Even with these provisions, Congress
must keep a watchful eye on the imple-
mentation of the provisions of this leg-
islation. We need to be vigilant to
make certain we are achieving the
proper balance between the need for
national security and the need to pro-
tect the privacy of our citizens.

I am concerned about protecting the
privacy of my constituents and citizens
across our country, and I thank the au-
thors of this bill for working with me
to address these concerns.

I support this legislation because I
believe that the security measures are
well balanced against privacy con-
cerns—and both security and privacy
must be served.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I rise today to support H.R. 3525, the
Enhanced Border Security and Visa
Entry Reform Act of 2001. This bill in-
cludes important provisions that will
enhance our overall security. As a
member from a border State, I am es-
pecially supportive of provisions that
improve our ability to provide security
on the Northern border.

H.R. 3525 authorizes the addition of
200 Immigration and Naturalization

Service agents on the border, raises
their pay and improves their retire-
ment benefits, increases funding for
their training, and authorizes money
for them to improve and buy new tech-
nology. In Minnesota, some of our bor-
ders crossings, such as the crossing at
Crane Lake, are staffed only part-time
in the summer and even then are not
staffed around the clock. Some parts of
the border are staffed via telephone
and video. For example, a person want-
ing to cross into the United States
from Canada arrives at a border sta-
tion, picks up a telephone or video-
phone, and calls Border Patrol per-
sonnel located elsewhere to announce
his arrival. We must address this secu-
rity risk. We must address the vulner-
ability of our borders.

The situation on our northern border
demands immediate attention but sim-
ply putting new staff there is not
enough. We must retain experienced of-
ficials and provide adequate training to
identify and intercept would-be terror-
ists. By raising the pay grade of INS
border personnel and improving their
retirement benefits, we can ensure the
retention of dedicated, experienced of-
ficials. By providing them adequate
training and improving their ability to
share information, we can prevent the
entry of people who intend to do this
country harm.

The Enhanced Border Security and
Visa Entry Reform Act of 2001 also has
provisions to help us determine who is
coming to the US before they arrive. It
requires our consulates to transmit to
INS officials electronic versions of the
visas they issue so that information is
available on the person prior to this ar-
rival. It requires commercial flights
and ships to provide manifests about
each passenger prior to their arrival
and it fills the gaps in the foreign stu-
dent monitoring program to ensure we
know who is coming to the United
States to study at our universities be-
fore they get here. The more we can do
to know who is coming to the United
States before they actually arrive, the
more secure we will be.

I would like to take a moment to ad-
dress the issue of civil liberties. Many
of us have concerns about the changes
taking place in regard to our Federal
agencies sharing intelligence informa-
tion. Today, more than ever, we must
ensure that Federal law enforcement
and other agencies have the ability to
share information in a timely and ef-
fective manner. Nothing is more dis-
tressing than to think that the horrible
events of September 11 may have been
prevented through better interagency
communication and organization. Yet,
we must ensure that we vigorously
monitor the effects structural changes
now underway will have on our civil
liberties. We must continue to monitor
implementation of laws that question
the fundamental balance between our
security and liberty.

We are doing that here today. The
USA PATRIOT Act which we passed
last October required the FBI to pro-

vide the State Department and INS
with access to certain FBI databases.
During the debate on that bill there
were serious concerns over how to de-
termine what information those agen-
cies needed and how to protect that in-
formation. The bill before us requires
the President to report to Congress on
exactly what information the State De-
partment and INS need, and to develop
a comprehensive information-sharing
plan with adequate privacy protec-
tions. I support this important provi-
sion and believe it is a good example of
what needs to be done in the future. We
must review, and improve legislation if
necessary, to ensure protection of our
fundamental freedoms.

Colleagues, H.R. 3525 is a comprehen-
sive bill which will strengthen the se-
curity of our borders, secure our visa
entry system and enhance our ability
to deter potential terrorists. It is an-
other important step towards ensuring
that we will never again witness the
tragic event of September 11. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I am
pleased to rise today in support of the
Enhanced Border Security and Visa Re-
form Act of 2001.

I have worked with Senators KYL and
FEINSTEIN, first on their Visa Entry
Reform Act of 2001, and subsequently
with them and Senators KENNEDY and
BROWNBACK on this legislation. These
sponsors have worked feverishly to
bring this bipartisan bill to fruition
and I have very much appreciated the
opportunity to work with them in as-
sembling a strong and meaningful
package to help secure our homeland.

The bottom line is, at this extraor-
dinary time, in the wake of horrific at-
tacks from without against innocent
lives within our borders, we must take
every conceivable step with regard to
those variables we can control in secur-
ing our Nation. How can we do any-
thing less when it has become so abun-
dantly and tragically apparent that ad-
mittance into this country cannot and
must not be the ‘‘X-Factor’’ in pro-
tecting our homeland?

Entry into this country is a privi-
lege, not a right, and it is a privilege
that has clearly been violated by per-
petrators of evil who were well aware
of inherent weaknesses in the system.
Just look at the story of Mohamed
Atta, coming into Miami, he told the
INS that he was returning to the U.S.
to continue flight training, despite the
fact that he presented them with a
tourist visa, not the student required
visa for his purposes, and they let him
in. INS has since said that Atta had
filed months earlier to change his sta-
tus from tourist to student so they let
him in, despite long-standing policy
that once you leave the country, you’re
considered to have abandoned your
change of status request.

What this bill is about is stopping
dangerous aliens from entering our
country at their point-of-origin and
their point of entry by giving those
Federal agencies charged with that re-
sponsibility the tools necessary to do
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the job. Now, some say the tools we
need are better technologies, some say
better information, some say better co-
ordination. The beauty of this bill is
that it stands on all three legs, because
I can tell you if there is one thing I
learned from my experience in working
on these issues on the House Foreign
Affairs International Operations Sub-
committee is that we are only going to
get to the root of the problem with a
comprehensive approach.

This was clear from the aftermath of
our investigation of the comings and
goings of the mastermind of the 1993
World Trade Center bombing, the rad-
ical Egyptian cleric Sheikh Rahman.
We found that the Sheikh had entered
and exited the country five times to-
tally unimpeded, even after the State
Department formally revoked his visa
and even after the INS granted him
permanent resident status. In fact, in
March of 1992, the INS rescinded that
status which was granted in Newark,
NJ about a year before.

But then, unbelievably, the Sheikh
requested asylum in a hearing before
an immigration judge in the very same
city, got a second hearing, and contin-
ued to remain in the country even after
the bombing, with the Justice Depart-
ment rejecting holding Rahman in cus-
tody pending the outcome of deporta-
tion proceedings and the asylum appli-
cation, stating that ‘‘in the absence of
concrete evidence that Rahman is par-
ticipating in or involved in planning
acts of terrorism, the assumption of
that burden, upon the U.S. govern-
ment, is considered unwarranted.’’

To address the trail of errors, I intro-
duced legislation to modernize the
State Department’s antiquated Micro-
fiche lookout system, but as we have
painfully learned in the interim, such a
system is only as good as the informa-
tion it can access. That is why we
fought tooth and nail to require infor-
mation sharing between the FBI and
the State Department. In 1994 Congress
passed my legislation to give State De-
partment officials access to FBI crimi-
nal records for every visa application,
whether for immigrant or non-immi-
grant purposes. Addressing non-immi-
grants who enter the U.S. using stu-
dent visas was particularly important,
as was demonstrated by the inex-
plicable errors by INS, and in the case
of the bomber who entered the U.S. on
a student visa before dropping out of
school, remaining undetected for two
years on the expired visa, and driving a
truckload of explosives into the World
Trade Center in 1993. Unfortunately a
revised provision limited this access
only for purposes of immigrant visas,
dropping my requirement for the non-
immigrant visas initially used by all 19
of the September 11 hijackers.

So I am pleased that the USA PA-
TRIOT counterterrorism bill we passed
last year does require information
sharing between the State Department
and the FBI, but we can and must do
more, we must also require informa-
tion sharing among all agencies like
the CIA, DEA, INS, and Customs.

And that is what this bill does, along
with my measure that is included to
establish ‘‘Terrorist Lookout Commit-
tees’’ at every embassy, which are re-
quired to meet on a monthly basis and
report on their knowledge of anyone
who should be excluded from the U.S.

I am also pleased to have worked fur-
ther with Senators KENNEDY and KYL
to include in the managers’ amend-
ment a provision increasing account-
ability by requiring the Terrorist
Lookout Committees to report to the
Secretary of State after each monthly
meeting and with reports from the Sec-
retary to Congress on a quarterly
basis.

We ought to ensure that the person
standing in front of the INS agent at
the border is the same person who ap-
plied for that visa. It does no good to
do every background check in the
world overseas, only to have someone
else actually show up at our doorstep.
The fact is, we have the so-called ‘‘bio-
metric technology’’ available to close
this gap, and I am pleased that my
measure requiring the use of this bio-
metric technology such as
fingerprinting for visa applicants both
abroad and at the border has been in-
cluded, although not exclusively lim-
ited to fingerprinting. The information
collected by the consular officer
issuing the visa must then be electroni-
cally transmitted to the INS so that
the file is available to immigration in-
spectors at U.S. ports of entry before
the alien’s arrival.

In addition to these protections, the
bill provides funding for an increase in
border patrol personnel and for train-
ing of those agents and other agency
staffs at U.S. ports of entry and in our
consular offices to improve the ability
of these officers, our first line of de-
fense on our borders, to more easily
identify and intercept would-be terror-
ists.

As the President has said, ‘‘We’re
going to start asking a lot of questions
that heretofore have not been asked.’’
By giving the Director of Homeland Se-
curity the responsibility of developing
a centralized ‘‘lookout’’ database for
all of this information, along with in-
stituting tighter application and
screening procedures and increased
oversight for student visas, we will
close the loopholes and help bring all
our Nation’s resources to bear in secur-
ing our Nation.

This is a crucial bill in our war on
terrorism and I urge my colleagues to
support this bill. I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I first
want to commend the chairman of the
Immigration Subcommittee, Senator
KENNEDY, my colleague from Massa-
chusetts, for his leadership on this bill.
The Enhanced Border Security and
Visa Entry Reform Act gives law en-
forcement and immigration authorities
greater access to the tools they need to
improve border security. The legisla-
tion enhances our ability to identify
terrorists and other individuals who
should not be allowed to enter the Un-

tied States and establishes new pro-
grams to ensure that people whom we
welcome as visitors live up to their re-
sponsibilities under our immigration
laws.

I am particularly pleased that the
bill contains two amendments that I
authored: one extending training op-
portunities to Border Patrol agents
and another requiring the Department
of Justice to provide Congress informa-
tion on aliens who fail to appear at re-
moval hearings.

It is critical that every law enforce-
ment agent who works on the border
understands and correctly applies our
immigration laws. The Enhanced Bor-
der Security and Visa Entry Reform
Act authorizes appropriations for such
training for various law enforcement
and immigration personnel at the bor-
der. My first amendment ensures that
these training opportunities are ex-
tended to Border Patrol agents.

My second amendment requires the
Department of Justice to report to the
Congress how many aliens arrested
while entering the country outside
ports of entry fail to show up for their
removal hearings. The amendment is
the result of a hearing I held last No-
vember at the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations.

At that hearing, members of the sub-
committee heard from current and past
employees of the U.S. Border Patrol
who came forward to express their con-
cerns with INS practices involving the
release on recognizance, that is on
their promise to return, of people ar-
rested while trying to gain illegal
entry into the United States outside
ports of entry. While the problems
raised by the Border Patrol agents at
the hearing would have been serious in
normal circumstances, they carried
particular weight following the attacks
of September 11.

What the agents told my sub-
committee is that when people are ar-
rested by the Border Patrol, at places
other than ports of entry, most who
don’t voluntarily return to their coun-
try of origin, usually Mexico or Can-
ada, are given a notice to appear at a
removal hearing. The Border Patrol
initially decides whether the person
should be detained, released on bond or
released on his or her own recognizance
while awaiting the hearing. The re-
moval hearing can take several months
to occur.

But detention decisions are not made
by the Border Patrol alone. If the Bor-
der Patrol decides to detain a person or
set a bond to help assure that a person
shows up at the hearing, the INS depor-
tation office can revise that decision
and order the person released on a
lower bond or on his or her own recog-
nizance. It was revealed at the hearing
that the Border Patrol and the INS
simply release on recognizance a large
percentage of people who are arrested
for illegal entry. That means people
who get caught and are arrested at the
border while attempting to enter the
country illegally are nonetheless al-
lowed to move at will in this country



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2927April 18, 2002
with no constraints other than a writ-
ten instruction to appear at a hearing,
the purpose of which is to remove them
from the country.

This practice is absurd. And statis-
tics from the Detroit Sector illustrate
the extent of the absurdity. In fiscal
year 2001, the Detroit Sector of the
Border Patrol arrested slightly more
than 2100 people. A significant percent-
age of these people were arrested while
actually attempting to enter the coun-
try illegally. Of those 2100 or so, slight-
ly less than two-thirds were volun-
tarily returned to their country of ori-
gin and 773 were issued notices to ap-
pear at a removal hearing. Pending
their removal hearing, 595 or more
than 75 percent of those issued notices
to appear were released on their own
recognizance. Many of these people
were released without a criminal back-
ground check and some were not even
able, or perhaps willing, to provide the
Border Patrol with an address. We
learned that people released on their
own recognizance who don’t have an
address are simply given a form to mail
to the INS when they get an address so
the agency can mail them a notice of
their hearing date. That is the extent
of the follow-through by the INS.

So, how many of these 575 people ac-
tually showed up for their hearings?
One former INS District Director and
Border Patrol Chief has said that in
one of his sectors he thought the per-
centage of persons arrested outside a
port of entry and released on their own
recognizance who don’t show up for
their hearing was 90 percent. When I
asked the INS what the actual number
was, the agency couldn’t tell me. The
INS doesn’t even keep this statistic.

Moreover, we learned at November’s
hearing that there was no requirement
that, before releasing them, the Border
Patrol complete a criminal background
on people arrested for crossing the bor-
der illegally. I found that situation un-
justifiable, and apparently so did the
INS when they were made aware of it.
As a result of my November hearing,
the INS issued a memorandum requir-
ing that a criminal background check
be conducted on all aliens arrested and
released on bond or recognizance. That
change is important but additional im-
provements in both policy and practice
are necessary.

The manner in which the Border Pa-
trol and INS process aliens arrested be-
tween ports of entry remains unaccept-
able. That is why my second amend-
ment to the Enhanced Border Security
and Visa Entry Reform Act requires
the Department of Justice to provide
the Congress an annual report con-
taining the number of aliens arrested
outside ports of entry who were served
a notice to appear for a removal hear-
ing and released on recognizance and
who failed to attend their removal
hearing. It is my hope that once the
INS and the Congress comprehend the
extent of the problem, we will change
the way we process aliens who are ar-
rested at the border while attempting
to enter the country illegally.

We are an open and generous country
and we welcome people from around
the world who share our commitment
to hard work, common decency and
egalitarian values. But we are also a
Nation of laws. And with the privilege
of living in America comes an obliga-
tion to follow the law. The hearing I
held at the Permanent Subcommittee
on Investigations highlighted a situa-
tion where our immigration laws were
simply not being followed. My amend-
ment ensures that Congress is able to
track whether or not this situation im-
proves.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, this is a
good day for the security of the United
States. The terrorist attacks that so
changed our nation occurred over seven
months ago. Seven months is too long
to wait to pass a measure as impor-
tant, as potentially life-saving, as this
one is.

After months of meetings about
these issues, it is time to do what is
right—to fix our immigration and via-
processing systems so that terrorists
cannot enter or remain in the United
States in violation of our laws.

Congress took an important first step
shortly after the terrorist attacks. The
USCA PATRIOT Act, signed into law
on October 26, 2001, provided us with
better tools to fight terrorism. Among
other provisions, that bill changed the
definition of a terrorist—and, there-
fore, changed who is inadmissible to
the United States. It clarified that the
FBI can share information on its ter-
rorist watch-list with other relevant
Federal agencies. It provided the At-
torney General with additional limited
authority to detain would-be terrorists
for a limited amount of time.

Our Nation, however, continues to
face overwhelming infrastructure and
personnel needs at our consular offices
aboard, along both our southern and
northern borders, in our immigration
offices, and throughout other Federal
law and intelligence offices throughout
the United States.

The Border Security and Visa Entry
Reform Act will provide for such re-
sources, for such changes to existing
law and infrastructure, the right way.
As a result of this bill, resources will
be efficiently targeted—funds, for ex-
ample, will not be sent to the INS
without a clear directive that explains
to the agency exactly what it is re-
sponsible for producing. We have
learned that it is only through direct
instructions that we will see loopholes
closed in our immigration system, our
borders secured, intelligence shared ap-
propriately and infrastructure modern-
ized to achieve stated goals. If we do
not provide this infrastructure and
guidance, I fear that other unthinkable
incidents will occur.

Sadly, the real-life terrorist inci-
dents that we suffered gave us too
many real-life reasons why this bill is
so desperately needed.

In a hearing before the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee’s Subcommittee on
Terrorism and Technology, Senator

FEINSTEIN and I heard some very
trenchant testimony from Mary Ryan,
Assistant Secretary of State for Con-
sular Affairs, about the gaping holes in
the system. Secretary Ryan’s state-
ment points to the dire need for better
intelligence-gathering and signifi-
cantly improved intelligence-sharing
among all relevant agencies. The Bor-
der Security Visa Reform Act will pro-
vide for better information-sharing
among appropriate agencies.

Surprisingly to some, 18 of the 19 ter-
rorists entered the country using B1/B2
tourist visas. According to State De-
partment statistics, 47 foreign-born in-
dividuals, including the 19 terrorists,
have been charged, have pled guilty, or
have been convicted of involvement in
terrorism over the past decade. All 47
had contact with an INS inspector.
This, of course, points to the need for
more inspectors, as the Border Secu-
rity bill authorizes, and for better in-
formed inspectors through the sharing
of information, which the bill will fa-
cilitate as well.

Madam President, the Mohammed
Atta case perhaps illustrates what is
wrong with the system better than any
other. Atta entered the country on a
B1/B2 visa that expired at the end of
2000. According to several sources, he
was placed on the FBI’s watch list 6
weeks before the terrorist attacks but
his name was not entered into INS’s
system. The border-security bill will
help by facilitating the real-time shar-
ing of this type of information to rel-
evant Federal law-enforcement and in-
telligence agencies, including all Fed-
eral agents who are responsible for de-
termining the admissibility of aliens to
the U.S., and all officers investigating
and identifying aliens.

An entry-exit system at our Nation’s
ports of entry, using biometric identi-
fiers, linked to an interoperable data-
sharing system, will go a long way to-
ward ensuring that people like Moham-
med Atta are never allowed to enter
the country. This system, coupled with
the significant increase in interior in-
vestigative personnel that this bill
makes possible, will better enable au-
thorities to find terrorists if they infil-
trate our borders. Information about
Atta would have been tapped at a port
of entry’s entry-exit system. And,
three other terrorists among the 19
who overstayed their visas would have
been identified at ports of entry as
well.

Before his visa expired on December
2, 2000, Atta asked the INS to change
his status to that of ‘‘student.’’ After
that expiration, and even without the
information that showed his placement
on a watch list, he should not have
been allowed to reenter the country.
Yet, in January 2001, he arrived back in
Miami and, after he was questioned by
the INS for an hour, he was admitted
back into the United States.

Another terrorist, Hani Hanjour, en-
tered the country in December 2000 on
an F1 student visa to study English but
he never attended class. The school did
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not notify authorities that Hanjour
never attended class. He overstayed his
visa and melted into obscurity in the
United States. The Border Security
and Visa Reform Act will address both
of the loopholes that allowed Hanjour
to stay in the country undetected by
requiring strict reforms in our student-
visa system and, again, by requiring
that our entry-exit system employ bio-
metric passports and other travel docu-
ments to protect against fraud and to
find visa overstayers such as Hanjour.

Madam President, Senators KEN-
NEDY, BROWNBACK, FEINSTEIN, and I
have worked hard to craft this bill. The
staff of each of those members, Esther
Olavarria, Lavita Strickland, and
David Neal, should also be personally
commended. After Senators KENNEDY
and BROWNBACK, and separately Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN and I, developed sepa-
rate counter-terrorism bills, during a
difficult time, while offices were closed
on Capitol Hill, we all came together to
produce the final product we now an-
ticipate will be sent shortly to the
President for signature.

This bipartisan, streamlined product,
cosponsored by both the chairman and
ranking Republican of the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee, and the ranking Re-
publican of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, will significantly enhance
our ability to keep terrorists out of the
United States and find terrorists who
are here.

Under the Border Security and Visa
Entry Reform Act of 2001, at the direc-
tion of the President, all Federal law-
enforcement and intelligence commu-
nities, the Departments of Transpor-
tation, State, Treasury, and all other
relevant agencies will develop and im-
plement a comprehensive, interoper-
able electronic data system for these
governmental agencies to find and
keep out terrorists. That system
should be up and running by October
26, 2003, 2 years after the signing into
law of the USA PATRIOT Act.

Under our bill, terrorists will be de-
prived of the ability to present fake or
altered international documents in
order to gain entrance, or stay here.
Foreign nationals will be provided with
new travel documents, using new tech-
nology that will include a person’s fin-
gerprint(s) or other form of ‘‘biomet-
ric’’ identification. These cards will be
used by visitors upon entry into and
exit from the United States, and will
alert authorities immediately if a visa
has expired or a red flag is raised by a
Federal agency. Under our bill, any for-
eign passport or other travel document
issued after October 26, 2004, will have
to contain a biometric component. The
deadline for providing a way to com-
pare biometric information presented
at the border is also October 26, 2004.

Another provision of the bill will fur-
ther strengthen the ability of the U.S.
Government to prevent terrorists from
using our ‘‘Visa Waiver Program’’ to
enter the country. Under our bill, the
29 participating Visa Waiver nations
will, in addition to the USA PATRIOT

Act Visa Waiver reforms, be required
to report stolen passport numbers to
the State Department; otherwise, a na-
tion is prohibited from participating in
the program. In addition, our bill clari-
fies that the Attorney General must
enter stolen passport numbers into the
interoperable data system within 72
hours of notification of loss or theft.
Until that system is established, the
Attorney General must enter that in-
formation into any existing data sys-
tem.

Another section of our bill will make
a significant difference in our efforts to
stop terrorists from ever entering our
country. Passenger manifests on all
flights scheduled to come to the United
States must be forwarded in real time,
and then cleared, by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service before the
flight’s arrival. Our bill also removes a
current U.S. requirement that all pas-
sengers on flights to the United States
be cleared by the INS within 45 min-
utes of arrival. Clearly, in some cir-
cumstances, the INS will need more
time to clear all prospective entrants
to the U.S. These simple steps will give
appropriate officials advance notice of
foreigners coming into the country,
particularly visitors or immigrants
who pose a security threat to the
United States.

The Border Security and Visa Entry
Reform Act will also improve our lax
U.S. foreign student visa program,
which has allowed numerous foreigners
to enter the country without ever at-
tending classes and, for those who do
attend class, with little or no oversight
of such students by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Our bill will change that, and
will require that the State Department
within 4 months, with the concurrence
of the INS, maintain a computer data-
base with all relevant information
about foreign students.

America is a nation that welcomes
international visitors—and should re-
main so. But terrorists have taken ad-
vantage of our system and its open-
ness. Now that we face new threats to
our homeland, it is time we restore
some balance to our consular and im-
migration policies.

As former chairman and now ranking
Republican of the Judiciary Commit-
tee’s Terrorism Subcommittee, I have
long suggested, and strongly supported,
many of the antiterrorism and immi-
gration initiatives now being advo-
cated by Republicans and Democrats
alike. In my sadness about the over-
whelming and tragic events that took
thousands of precious lives, I am re-
solved to push forward on all fronts to
fight against terrorism. That means
delivering justice to those who are re-
sponsible for the lives lost on Sep-
tember 11, and reorganizing the insti-
tutions of government so that the law-
abiding can continue to live their lives
in freedom.

Madam President, as I said, 7 months
is too long a period of time for the
American people to wait for action on
legislation that will make it tougher

for terrorists to infiltrate the United
States. I, therefore, urge my colleagues
to act quickly to pass this bill. It real-
ly could mean the difference between a
secure nation and one that continues
to be vulnerable to infiltration by
those who mean us no good. Time is ab-
solutely of the essence.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
last September—5 days before the ter-
rorist attacks on our Nation—Presi-
dent Vicente Fox delivered an historic
address to this Congress on the impor-
tance of U.S.-Mexican relations.

On both sides of the political aisle,
and on both sides of the U.S.-Mexican
border, there was wide agreement that
reforming our Nation’s outdated immi-
gration laws was an essential step in
strengthening the relationship between
our two countries.

Then came September 11.
One of the important lessons we

learned on that horrific day is that
border security is not simply a matter
of immigration policy. It’s a matter of
urgent national security.

In the months since September 11, we
have seen that the INS and the FBI
lack the tools and resources to effec-
tively track foreign nationals in our
country. This includes even individuals
with known links to terrorist net-
works. Not only are we unable to expel
people who have violated their visas,
very often we can’t even find them.

Then last month, we were stunned to
learn that the INS had just mailed con-
firmations of visa extensions to two of
the terrorist hijackers responsible for
the September 11 attacks.

I am proud to be one of the 61 spon-
sors of the bipartisan Enhanced Border
Security and Visa Entry Reform Act,
and I urge my colleagues to vote for it.

This act will strengthen America’s
border security and improve our ability
to track visa holders—including for-
eign students.

It gives law enforcement agencies
new tools and technology to share crit-
ical information, and to identify and
intercept visitors who threaten our na-
tional security.

It also increases staffing and training
for border security officers.

I want to thank Senator KENNEDY,
the Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Immigration, and Senator FEINSTEIN
for their leadership. Without their hard
work and determined persistence, we
would not be here today.

I also thank Senator BYRD for his ef-
forts to improve this bill—and for his
invaluable leadership on the larger
challenge of strengthening America’s
homeland security in general.

We all know that authorizing legisla-
tion is important. But it takes re-
sources to turn policies into workable
laws. No one in Washington has fought
harder to protect America from future
terrorist attacks than ROBERT C. BYRD.
I look forward to working with him to
ensure that this and other homeland
security measures are given the re-
sources they need to work.

We cannot strengthen America’s
homeland security on the cheap, and
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we should not try. We need to do this
right.

Just before President Fox’s visit last
September, Congressman GEPHARDT
and I outlined principles for com-
prehensive immigration reform. En-
hanced border security is one of those
principles.

Unfortunately, another of our prin-
ciples—extension of section 245(i) of
the immigration code—is not included
in this bill.

Section 245(i) would allow immi-
grants who are in this country, who
have applied to become permanent
residents and who are contributing to
our society, to remain in this country
while they wait for their ‘‘green card.’’

Many of these immigrants are mar-
ried to Americans, and have children
who were born in this country. Without
Section 245(i), many of them face the
impossible choice of leaving their fami-
lies for up to 10 years, taking their
families back with them to a country
they may have fled to escape poverty
or terror, or breaking the law, thus for-
going the chance to ever become a law-
ful permanent resident.

The Senate voted to extend section
245(i) last year, the same week Presi-
dent Fox spoke to Congress.

We had hoped and expected that the
House would quickly do the same. In-
stead, it delayed for six months. By the
time it finally acted, key deadlines
contained in the bill had become un-
workable.

I remain strongly committed to a
meaningful 245(i) extension—one that
gives long-time, tax-paying residents a
genuine opportunity to remain in this
country—with their families—while
they wait to become permanent legal
residents.

My colleagues and I look forward to
working with Senators LOTT, HAGEL
and BROWNBACK and others, on a bipar-
tisan basis, to send President Bush a
245(i) extension bill with realistic dead-
lines.

America needs an immigration sys-
tem that is pro-family, pro-business
and fair. Together, we can create such
a system—one that sacrifices neither
our security nor our ideals.

The new border security bill on
which we are about to vote, and a
meaningful extension of 245(i), are es-
sential parts of such a system.

We also look forward to working with
our Republican colleagues, and with
the administration, to restructure and
strengthen the INS, end the backlogs,
provide meaningful access to earned le-
galization, and reunite families. We
look forward to creating a new and bet-
ter temporary worker program that
treats workers with the respect they
deserve and provides businesses with
the employees they need.

Within hours after the twin towers
collapsed, we heard some people say
that America should close its doors to
immigrants. Some people even said we
should force out immigrants who are
already here, working and contributing
to our society.

People who say such things need to
understand that our enemy is not im-
migrants, it is intolerance and hatred.
America is strong not in spite of our
diversity, but because of our diversity.

By passing this bill today, we are
strengthening not only our border se-
curity, but our basic American values.
It is the right thing to do, and I thank
all of our colleagues who helped get us
to this point.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, as
we are getting this matter wrapped up,
I wish to recognize four key staff mem-
bers who really helped shepherd this
bill through. This is important safety
legislation.

I, first, recognize Senator KENNEDY’s
lead staff on this, Esther Olavarria,
who is a humble, diligent servant of
the State and who does a wonderful job
on these sorts of issues. She worked
closely with my staff member, David
Neal, who is relatively new to the proc-
ess but has diligently worked to shep-
herd this legislation on through.

Also, for Senator FEINSTEIN and for
Senator KYL, two wonderful staff mem-
bers who helped make the core nucleus
in negotiating this through; Elizabeth
Maier and LeVita Strickland are excel-
lent people.

I think at the end of the day when we
look to strengthen the borders of this
country to protect our people, these
four great citizens really dedicated a
lot of time and a lot of soul to be able
to get this through. I want to note
their tremendous activity in this re-
gard.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, before we
proceed to this series of votes, I would
like to make a few remarks concerning
the bill.

I believe there is a certain amount of
time on the bill. Is there?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
time under the control of Senators
Kennedy and Brownback.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to give whatever
time we have remaining to the Senator
from West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in my long
career of serving in various and sundry
legislative branches, I have from time
to time been awarded the honor of
being the ‘‘legislator of the year’’ in
connection with something. Let me say
that as one who has served now in my
50th year in Congress this year, and
having served as majority leader in
this body during the years 1977, 1978,
1979, and 1980, and again during the
years 1987 and 1988, and also having
served as minority leader over a period
of 6 years, and having served in the
leadership in the Senate for 22 years,
including my stint as majority whip
and my stint as secretary of the Demo-
cratic Conference, I have had occasion
to note some very successful and out-
standing legislators. I would include
among the most outstanding of those
legislators Senator KENNEDY.

The late Senator Henry Jackson was
another one of the outstanding legisla-

tors with whom I served. He was re-
sponsible for bringing a great deal of
legislation to the floor dealing with en-
ergy, with the environment, and on
various and sundry other matters. He
was an outstanding legislator.

Senator KENNEDY is one who has
proved to be an outstanding chairman
of the committee. I think Senators will
agree with me in observing that when
Senator KENNEDY comes to the floor
with a bill, especially if it is a bill that
has been reported by his committee, a
committee which he chairs, or by a
committee on which he sits, he is al-
ways prepared. He has done his home-
work, and he makes a very forceful ex-
pression. He makes a very forceful ex-
pression of support of the managers of
the amendment thereon. He is a formi-
dable opponent of one who opposes a
bill. Senator KENNEDY brings to the
floor a formidable opponent of any Sen-
ators who offer amendments in opposi-
tion thereto. He is a well-rounded legis-
lator in that his experience, and his
knowledge of the subject matter of the
legislation which he promotes, is, in-
deed, remarkable. As far as I am con-
cerned, he is an outstanding legislator
in the 50 years in which I have served
in Congress.

Senator KENNEDY and I have not al-
ways been together on matters. We
have been opponents in some instances.
We have not necessarily, in the early
days, held each other in terms of en-
dearment.

But we have passed through those
years and in the subsequent years—es-
pecially in the years when I served as
majority leader, and the first time I
served as majority leader in 1977, dur-
ing those years, and in subsequent
years, Senator KENNEDY has been one
of my most supportive friends and fel-
low Senators. And I have counted his
support as invaluable, particularly
when I was majority leader. As the ma-
jority leader or the majority whip,
sometimes one looks around and won-
ders where the troops are. And there
are times when we look back over our
shoulders and find that the troops are
not necessarily there.

But Senator KENNEDY was always
very supportive of me. There were
times when he perhaps could not vote
with me or could not exactly support a
particular amendment of mine, but he
was always most courteous and most
considerate to me.

As we close the debate on this bill, I
want to say once more, as I have said
before, that Senator KENNEDY is a Sen-
ator who could well have graced the
Senate at any moment of the Senate’s
long history, dating back to March 4,
1789. He would have been a worthy pro-
tagonist or antagonist, whatever the
case might have been. I have learned to
respect him and appreciate him as the
years have come and gone. I have
learned to appreciate him and respect
him more and more.

So, Mr. President, I take this occa-
sion to thank Senator KENNEDY for his
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courtesies during this debate. He in-
vited me to testify before his Immigra-
tion Subcommittee last week. He vis-
ited my office several times over the
last 4 months to listen to my concerns.
He has always been very gracious to
me, and I thank him for that.

I thank the other proponents of this
legislation—Senator BROWNBACK, Sen-
ator KYL, and Senator FEINSTEIN. They
have all been very fine authors of
amendments. In particular, I think
with respect to this bill, they have
done an excellent job. They have been
very kind to me, and they have been
considerate. I want to take this occa-
sion to thank them for their work on
the bill. No one could be more patriotic
than these Senators. No one could pay
more attention to their duties in the
Senate, their duties to their constitu-
ents whom they represent.

This is a bill that may still have
some flaws in it. No piece of legisla-
tion, I would say, ever passes the Sen-
ate that is perfect, but they certainly
have done their best in trying to im-
prove it as we have gone along. I thank
them all for the courtesies they have
extended to me and the support they
have expressed for these amendments I
have offered.

So let me say, again, that with one of
these Senators I have served since No-
vember 1962. And Senator KENNEDY
well understands my interest in the in-
stitution of the Senate. To me, that is
why I am here today, because of my in-
terest in this institution and the Con-
stitution. That is why I am here. I did
not have to run last time to put bread
and butter on my table. I could have
retired and probably earned a bigger
check in retirement. Since I have been
paying into the retirement fund now
for 50 years, this year, I could probably
have earned a bigger check in retire-
ment than I will have earned as a Sen-
ator.

But I am here to defend this institu-
tion. That is the only reason I am here.
That is the only reason. I could have
been better off if I had retired. Perhaps
somebody would have had pity on me
and asked me to serve on some board,
and I could have raked in a little addi-
tional money. But that is neither here
nor there.

I chose to serve here. This has been
my career. I have loved this Senate
from the first day I walked into it. And
so I am proud to serve in it. The only
reason I am here is that I believe in the
Senate. I am not here because of any
particular legislation. As a matter of
fact, I am here because I love the Sen-
ate and want to do what I can to pre-
serve the Senate prerogatives.

I believe there are three separate and
distinct coordinate branches of Govern-
ment. I believe that the legislative
branch is the branch of the people. I
think it is the people’s branch. I be-
lieve that the Senate is the premier in-
stitution, the premier legislative insti-
tution—the U.S. Senate—in the world
today. And there have been many sen-
ates. Perhaps the next greatest of all
was the senate of the Roman people.

I am proud the people of West Vir-
ginia have seen fit to send me here, and
send me back from time to time, and
overlooked the warts and all in my
makeup, politically and otherwise. But
I reverence the Senate, honor it, and
respect all Members of the body. It
doesn’t make a difference whether they
are Republicans or Democrats or Inde-
pendents; I respect them. We may not
agree, but they are Senators. They are
my equal any day. They are entitled to
their viewpoint as much as I am enti-
tled to mine.

So having said that, let me say, far
too often Members of this body are
willing to give up their right to debate
and to amend legislation. I am pleased
that at least some public debate has
been generated on this bill and that the
right of Senators to offer amendments
was respected. I think the end product
is a better piece of legislation than it
was heretofore.

With regard to the amendment I of-
fered on the importation of goods, espe-
cially Chinese goods, that are made
using forced labor, I, of course, have
determined not to press to include that
amendment in this bill. But I continue
to believe that the Congress needs to
pass legislation to prevent goods made
in foreign prisons and detention camps
from crossing our borders. We also
have a responsibility to protect our
businesses from this unfair and rep-
rehensible trade practice. I expect to
raise the issue again at some point on
some bill because much more needs to
be done to discourage this blatant vio-
lation of our trade laws.

Senators should also be aware that
we still do not have a cost estimate of
this bill from the Congressional Budget
Office. The INS estimates that the bill
will cost $1 billion in the first year and
$3.2 billion over 3 years, but those esti-
mates likely underestimate the true
costs. It is very well to authorize these
funds—and I intend to vote for the
bill—but this bill will require the ap-
propriation of funds and the support of
its proponents, and the support of the
administration, for those appropria-
tions if its provisions are to be imple-
mented.

Again, I thank Senators KENNEDY,
BROWNBACK, FEINSTEIN, and KYL for
their interest in improving our Na-
tion’s border defenses. I thank them
and I love them. I salute them for the
work they have done in this respect. I
hope we can maintain the bipartisan
support we have seen on this bill when
it comes time to appropriate the funds
necessary to implement these provi-
sions.

Mr. President, with that, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from West Virginia.
He is my friend. I know I really can
speak for all Members in saying he is
the defender of all of the constitutional
prerogatives of this great institution.
We have heard him speak this evening.

We have listened to that clear and
compelling voice tonight, as we have
heard it in defending the institution at
other times.

I am wondering if I could ask a spe-
cial favor of the Senator. He has been
extremely kind. But what we have not
heard tonight is the poem about the
ambulance in the valley. I know it is
late in the evening, but could the Sen-
ator—if we were to yield the Senator a
few more minutes—recite that poem?
Or would he prefer to wait for another
time? If he would prefer not to, I would
certainly understand.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator honors me by calling
on me to repeat the lines of the poem
by Joseph Malins titled ‘‘A Fence or an
Ambulance.’’ I am not sure I am really
up to it at this point in the day. I am
not sure I can do it on this short no-
tice, but I will certainly try. It will not
be the first time I have failed on a
poem. Occasionally I do fail.

Let me think for a minute. Perhaps I
could do that.

‘‘Twas a dangerous cliff, as they freely con-
fessed,

Though to walk near its crest was so pleas-
ant;

But over its terrible edge there had slipped
A duke and fall many a peasant.
So the people said something would have

to be done,
But their projects did not at all tally;

Some said, ‘‘Put a fence around the edge of
the cliff,’’

Some, ‘‘An ambulance down in the valley.’’
But the cry for the ambulance carried the

day,
For it spread through the neighboring city;
A fence may be useful or not, it is true,
But each heart became brimful of pity

For those who slipped over that dangerous
cliff;

And the dwellers in highway and alley
Gave pounds or gave pence, not to put up a

fence,
But an ambulance down in the valley.

‘‘For the cliff is all right, if you’re careful,’’
they said,

‘‘And, if folks even slip and are dropping,
It isn’t the slipping that hurts them so

much,
As the shock down below when they’re

stopping.’’
So day after day, as these mishaps occurred,

Quick forth would these rescuers sally
To pick up the victims who fell off the cliff,

With their ambulance down in the valley.
Then an old sage remarked: ‘‘It’s a marvel

to me
That people give far more attention

To repairing results than to stopping the
cause,

When they’d much better aim at preven-
tion.

Let us stop at its source all this mischief,’’
cried he,

‘‘Come, neighbors and friends, let us rally;
If the cliff we will fence we might almost dis-

pense
With the ambulance down in the valley.’’
‘‘Oh, he’s a fanatic,’’ the others rejoined,
‘‘Dispense with the ambulance? Never!

He’d dispense with all charities, too, if he
could;

No! No! We’ll support them forever.
Aren’t we picking up folks just as fast as

they fall?
And shall this man dictate to us? Shall he?

Why should people of sense stop to put up a
fence,
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While the ambulance works down in the

valley?’’
But a sensible few, who are practical too,

Will not bear with such nonsense much
longer;

They believe that prevention is better than
cure,

And their party will soon be the stronger.
Encourage them then, with your purse,

voice, and pen,
And while other philanthropists dally,

They will scorn all pretense and put up a
stout fence

On the cliff that hangs over the valley.
Better guide well the young than reclaim

them when old,
For the voice of true wisdom is calling,

‘‘To rescue the fallen is good, but ’tis best
To prevent other people from falling.’’

Better close up the source of temptation and
crime

Than deliver from dungeon or galley;
Better put a strong fence round the top of

the cliff
Than an ambulance down in the valley.’’

Mr. KENNEDY. Hear. Hear. I thank
the Senator.

Madam President, it is my under-
standing now that we will proceed to
three votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL). The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. The order of the
votes will be the two amendments of
the Senator from West Virginia in the
order in which they were offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be no intervening busi-
ness in between the votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. I further ask unani-
mous consent that after the first vote,
the remaining two votes be 10 minutes
in duration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. So that would in-
clude final passage; am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The Senator from Nevada.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE

CALENDAR

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that following final
passage of H.R. 3525, the Senate then
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nomination: Cal-
endar No. 761, Legrome D. Davis to be
United States District Judge; that Sen-
ator SPECTER be recognized for up to 5
minutes, and the Senate then vote on
the nomination; the motion to recon-
sider be laid on the table, the President
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action; that any statements thereon be
printed at the appropriate place in the
RECORD, and the Senate return to legis-
lative session, without any intervening
action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to ask for the yeas
and nays on that nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,

I ask unanimous consent to address the
body for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I note a word of thanks to Senator
BYRD. He has dealt with many of us for
some period of time on this particular
issue in some contentious situations.
He has dealt with us privately, pub-
licly, and in other forums. At the end
of the day, we do come out with a bet-
ter piece of legislation. For that I
thank the Senator. At the time, going
through it, I was not quite as thankful
for that.

He has done a service to the country.
And at the end of the day, we will have
a better piece of legislation. I thank
my colleagues, Senators KENNEDY,
KYL, and FEINSTEIN. Together we craft-
ed a good piece of legislation. I am
thankful to be a part of it. I think it
will be a very positive move for our
country.

I yield the floor.
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3161

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under a
previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3161. The
yeas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. NELSON)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.]

YEAS—97

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad

Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms

Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed

Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby

Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson

Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—3

Inouye Nelson (NE) Nickles

The amendment (No. 3161) was agreed
to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3162

Ms. CANTWELL. The question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3162.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. NELSON)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.]
YEAS—97

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—3

Inouye Nelson (NE) Nickles

The amendment (No. 3162) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Madam President, on the
previous vote, amendment No. 3161, I
move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. On this vote, I move to re-
consider the vote.

Mr. DORGAN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.
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The amendments were ordered to be

engrossed and the bill to be read the
third time.

The bill was read the third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the
Senator frm Nebraska (Mr. NELSON) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.]

YEAS—97

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—3

Inouye Nelson (NE) Nickles

The bill (H.R. 3525), as amended, was
passed.

(The bill will be printed in a future
edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF LEGROME D.
DAVIS, OF PENNSYLVANIA TO
BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DIS-
TRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senate will go
into executive session.

The nomination will be stated.
The legislative clerk read the nomi-

nation of Legrome D. Davis, of Penn-
sylvania, to be United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the
confirmation of Judge Legrome Davis
to the District Court for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania will be the
17th judge confirmed since the begin-
ning of this session. Under Democratic
leadership, in less than 4 months the
Senate has confirmed as many judges
as were confirmed in all 12 months of
the 1996 session under Republican lead-
ership. In fact, included among the 17
judges whom we will have confirmed
since January this year are 2 judges to
our Courts of Appeals. That stands in
sharp contrast to the 1996 session in
which the Republican majority did not
allow even a single Court of Appeals
nominee to be confirmed—not one. I
submit that we have already done bet-
ter in less than 4 months than our
predecessors and critics did during the
entire 12 months of the 1996 session.

The confirmation of Judge Davis
today illustrates the progress being
made under Democratic leadership and
the fair and expeditious way in which
we have considered nominees. Judge
Legrome Davis was first nominated to
the position of U.S. District Court
Judge for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania by President Clinton on July
30, 1998. The Republican-controlled
Senate took no action on his nomina-
tion and it was returned to the Presi-
dent at the end of 1998. On January 26,
1999, President Clinton renominated
Judge Davis for the same vacancy. The
Senate again failed to hold a hearing
for Judge Davis and his nomination
was returned to the President on De-
cember 15, 2000, after 2 more years of
inaction in a second full Congress while
the Senate was controlled by a Repub-
lican majority. Under Republican lead-
ership, Judge Davis’ nomination lan-
guished before the Committee for 868
days without a hearing. Unfortunately,
Judge Davis was subjected to the kind
of inappropriate partisan rancor that
befell so many other nominees to the
district courts in Pennsylvania and to
the Third Circuit during the years Re-
publicans controlled the Senate. I want
to note emphatically, however, that I
know personally that the senior Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, Mr. SPECTER,
supported Judge Davis’s nomination
and worked hard to get him a hearing
and a vote. The lack of Senate action
on Judge Davis’s initial nominations
are in no way attributable to a lack of

support from the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania. Far from it. In fact, I
give Senator SPECTER credit for get-
ting President Bush to renominate
Judge Davis earlier this year and want
to commend him publicly for all he has
done to support this nomination from
the outset.

This year we have moved expedi-
tiously to consider Judge Davis. Judge
Davis was nominated by President
Bush in late January 2002, the Com-
mittee received his ABA peer review on
March 12, he participated in a con-
firmation hearing the next week on
March 19, and he received a unanimous
vote by the Judiciary Committee on
April 11—less than 3 months after his
nomination, and less than 1 month
after his paperwork was completed.
The saga of Judge Davis recalls for us
so many nominees from the period of
January 1995 through July 10, 2001, who
never received a hearing or a vote and
who were the subject of secret anony-
mous holds by Republicans for reasons
that were never explained.

At Judge Davis’ recent confirmation
hearing Senator SANTORUM testified
that Judge Davis did not get a hearing
after President Clinton nominated him
because local Democrats objected. I
was the ranking Democrat on the Judi-
ciary Committee during those years
and never heard that before. My under-
standing at the time, from July 1998
until the end of 2000, was that Judge
Legrome Davis would have had the sup-
port of every Democrat on the Judici-
ary Committee and in the Senate. He
was not included in the May 2000 hear-
ing for a few other Pennsylvania nomi-
nees. His not being included was a part
of the discussion on the record, a dis-
cussion about unwillingness of some to
act on nominees in a presidential elec-
tion year although Senator SPECTER
emphasized his personal commitment
to supporting Judge Davis. Senator
HATCH never indicated to me that he
thought Democratic opposition was the
reason he could not include Judge
Legrome Davis in a hearing over those
3 years.

Judge Davis has served as a Judge on
the Court of Common Pleas in the
First Judicial District in Pennsylvania
for more than 13 years. Prior to serving
as a judge, he had an extensive career
litigating criminal cases in State
courts. He has participated in numer-
ous task forces and a variety of pro
bono projects aimed to improve the ju-
dicial system. He is well-qualified and
has broad bipartisan support. I know
that Judge Davis and his family are
glad that this day has finally arrived. I
expect that the people served by the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania will
be happy with the Senate’s action
today.

Judge Davis will be the 45th judicial
nominee to be confirmed since last
July when the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee reorganized after the Senate
majority changed. With today’s vote on
Judge Davis, the Senate will confirm
its 45th judicial nominee in the less
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than 10 months since I became Chair-
man this past summer. The Senate has
confirmed more judges in the last 10
months than were confirmed in 4 out of
6 full years under Republican leader-
ship. The number of judicial confirma-
tions over these past 10 months 45 ex-
ceeds the number confirmed during all
12 months of 2000, 1999, 1997 and 1996.

As our action today demonstrates,
again, we are moving at a fast pace to
fill judicial vacancies with nominees
who have strong bipartisan support.
Those partisan critics who assert that
our rate of confirming President Bush’s
judicial nominees is bad are ignoring
the facts. They willfully confuse the
actual ‘‘pace,’’ or rate, of confirmation
with the misleading percentages they
like to construct. The facts are that
looking at the number of confirmations
in similar time periods shows that we
are confirming President Bush’s nomi-
nees at a faster pace than the nominees
of prior presidents, including those who
worked closely with a Senate majority
of the same political party.

The rate of confirmation in the past
10 months actually exceeds the rates of
confirmation in the past three presi-
dencies. For example, in the first 15
months of the Clinton administration,
46 judicial nominees were confirmed, a
pace on average of 3.1 per month. In
the first 15 months of the first Bush ad-
ministration, 27 judges were confirmed
at a pace of 1.8 judges per month. Like-
wise, in President Reagan’s first 15
months in office, 54 judges were con-
firmed, a pace of 3.6 per month. In less
than 10 months since the shift to a
Democratic majority in the Senate in
less than two thirds of the time pe-
riod—President George W. Bush’s judi-
cial nominees have been confirmed at a
rate of more than 4.5 judges per month,
a faster pace than for any of the past 3
Presidents.

During the 61⁄2 years of Republican
control of the Senate, judicial con-
firmations averaged 38 per year a pace
of consideration and confirmation that
we have already exceeded under Demo-
cratic leadership over these past 10
months in spite of all of the challenges
facing Congress and the Nation during
this period and all of the obstacles Re-
publicans have placed in our path. At
the end of today, we have confirmed 45
judicial nominees in just 10 months.
This is almost twice as many confirma-
tions as George W. Bush’s father had
over a longer period—27 nominees in
15—months than the period we have
been in the majority in the Senate.

The Republican critics typically
compare apples to oranges to
mischaracterize the achievements of
the last 10 months. They complain that
we have not done 24 months of work in
the less than 10 months we have been
in the majority. That is an unfair com-
plaint. A fair examination of the rate
of confirmation shows that Democrats
are working harder and faster on judi-
cial nominees, confirming judges at a
faster pace than the rates of the past 20
years. The double standards asserted

by Republican critics are just plain
wrong and unfair, but that does not
seem to matter to Republicans intent
on criticizing and belittling every
achievement of the Senate under a
Democratic majority. I would like to
commend the members of the Judici-
ary Committee and our Majority Lead-
er and Assistant Majority Leader for
all of their hard work in getting us to
this point. The confirmation of the
45th judge in less than 10 months, espe-
cially these last 10 months, in spite of
the unfair and personal criticism to
which they have each been subjected, is
an extraordinary achievement and a
real example of Senators acting in a bi-
partisan way even when the other side
makes it as difficult as possible.

Republicans have been imposing a
double standard on circuit court vacan-
cies as well. The Republican attack is
based on the unfounded notion that the
Senate has not kept up with attrition
on the Courts of Appeals. Well, the
Democratic majority in the Senate has
more than kept up with attrition, and
we have been acting to close the vacan-
cies gap on the Courts of Appeals that
more than doubled under the Repub-
lican majority.

Just this week, the Senate confirmed
Judge Terrence O’Brien to the United
States Court of Appeals for the Tenth
Circuit by a vote of 98 to zero. His con-
firmation was the eighth circuit court
nominee to be confirmed in the almost
10 months since I became Chairman
this past summer. Just today, the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee voted on the
11th Court of Appeals nominee to come
before the Committee in less than 10
months. Thus, another Court of Ap-
peals nominee is already on the Senate
Executive Calendar and being sched-
uled for floor action.

In a little less than 10 months since
the change in majority, the Senate has
confirmed 8 judges to the Courts of Ap-
peals and held hearings on 3 others. In
contrast, the Republican-controlled
majority averaged only 7 confirma-
tions to the Courts of Appeals per year.
Seven. In the less than 10 months the
Democrats have been in the majority,
we have already exceeded the annual
number of Court of Appeals judges con-
firmed by our predecessors. The Senate
in the last 10 months has confirmed as
many Court of Appeals judges as were
confirmed in all of 2000 and more than
were confirmed in 1997 or 1999, and 8
more than the zero from 1996. Another
way to put it is that within the last 10
months, the Democratic majority in
the Senate has confirmed as many
Court of Appeals judges as were con-
firmed in the 2000 and 1996 sessions
combined and confirmed more Court of
Appeals judges than were confirmed in
the 1999 and 1996 sessions combined or
in the 1997 and 1996 sessions combined.

The Republican majority assumed
control of judicial confirmations in
January 1995 and did not allow the Ju-
diciary Committee to be reorganized
after the shift in majority last summer
until July 10, 2001. During that period

from 1995 through July 10, 2001, vacan-
cies on the Courts of Appeals increased
from 16 to 33, more than doubling.

When I became chairman of a Com-
mittee to which Members were finally
assigned on July 10, we began with 33
Courts of Appeals vacancies. That is
what I inherited. Since the shift in ma-
jority last summer, 5 additional vacan-
cies have arisen on the Courts of Ap-
peals around the country. With this
week’s confirmation of Judge O’Brien,
we have reduced the number of circuit
court vacancies to 30. That is, we have
kept up with attrition by confirming 5
Court of Appeals judges and then acted
to lower the number of vacancies by al-
ready confirming 3 additional judges.
Those are the facts.

Since our Republican critics are so
fond of using percentages, I will say
that we will have now reduced the va-
cancies on the Courts of Appeals by al-
most 10 percent in the last 10 months.
In other words, by confirming 3 more
nominees than the 5 required to keep
up with the pace of attrition, we have
not just matched the rate of attrition,
but surpassed it by 60 percent. I add
this facetiously to show how ridiculous
their use of percentages is in this set-
ting.

Rather than the 38 vacancies that
would exist if we were making no
progress, as some have asserted, there
are now 30 vacancies—that is more
than keeping up with the attrition on
the Circuit Courts. Republican critics
unfairly seek to attribute to the Demo-
cratic majority the lack of action by
the Republican majority before the his-
toric change last summer.

While the Republican Senate major-
ity increased vacancies on the Courts
of Appeals by over 100 percent, it has
taken the Democratic majority less
than 10 months to reverse that trend,
keep up with extraordinary turnover
and, in addition, reduce circuit court
vacancies overall. This is progress.
Rather than having the circuit vacancy
numbers skyrocketing, as they did
overall during the prior 61⁄2 years—
more than doubling from 16 to 33—the
Democratic-led Senate has reversed
that trend. The vacancies numbers are
moving in the right direction—down.

It is not possible to repair the dam-
age caused by longstanding vacancies
in several circuits overnight, but we
are improving the conditions in the
5th, 10th and 8th Circuits, in par-
ticular. The confirmation of Judge
O’Brien this week made the second
judge confirmed to the 10th Circuit in
the last 4 months. Next week we will
proceed with a nominee to the 6th Cir-
cuit.

Overall, in little less than 10 months,
the Senate Judiciary Committee has
held 16 hearings involving 55 judicial
nominations. That is more hearings on
judges than the Republican majority
held in any year of its control of the
Senate. In contrast, one-sixth of Presi-
dent Clinton’s judicial nominees—more
than 50—never got a Committee hear-
ing and Committee vote from the Re-
publican majority, which perpetuated



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2934 April 18, 2002
longstanding vacancies into this year.
Vacancies continue to exist on the
Courts of Appeals in large part because
a Republican majority was not willing
to hold hearings or vote on more than
half—56 percent—of President Clinton’s
Court of Appeals nominees in 1999 and
2000, and was not willing to confirm a
single judge to the Courts of Appeals
during the entire 1996 session.

Despite the new-found concern from
across the aisle about the number of
vacancies on the circuit courts, no
nominations hearings were held while
the Republicans controlled the Senate
in the 107th Congress last year. No
judges were confirmed during that time
from among the many qualified circuit
court nominees received by the Senate
on January 3, 2001, or from among the
nominations received by the Senate on
May 9, 2001.

The Democratic leadership acted
promptly to address the number of cir-
cuit and district vacancies that had
been allowed to grow when the Senate
was in Republican control. The Judici-
ary Committee noticed the first hear-
ing on judicial nominations within 10
minutes of the reorganization of the
Senate, and held that hearing on the
day after the Committee was assigned
new members.

That initial hearing included a Court
of Appeals nominee on whom the Re-
publican majority had refused to hold a
hearing the year before. We held un-
precedented hearings for judicial nomi-
nees during the August recess. Those
hearings included a Court of Appeals
nominee who had been a Republican
staff member of the Senate. We pro-
ceeded with a hearing the day after the
first anthrax letter arrived at the Sen-
ate. That hearing included a Court of
Appeals nominee. In a little less than
10 tumultuous months, the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee has held 16 hearings
involving 55 judicial nominations—in-
cluding 11 circuit court nominees—and
we are planning to hold another hear-
ing next week for half a dozen more
nominees, including another Court of
Appeals nominee. That is more hear-
ings on judges than the Republican ma-
jority held in any year of its control of
the Senate. The Republican majority
never held 16 judicial confirmation
hearings in 12 months and we have to
do so in less than 10 months.

The Senate Judiciary Committee is
holding regular hearings on judicial
nominees and giving nominees a vote
in Committee, in contrast to the prac-
tice of anonymous holds and other ob-
structionist tactics employed by some
during the period of Republican con-
trol. The Democratic majority has re-
formed the process and practices used
in the past to deny Committee consid-
eration of judicial nominees. We have
moved away from the anonymous holds
that so dominated the process from
1996 through 2000. We have made home
State Senators’ blue slips public for
the first time.

I do not mean by my comments to
appear critical of Senator HATCH. Many

times during the 61⁄2 years he chaired
the Judiciary Committee, I observed
that, were the matter left up to us, we
would have made more progress on
more judicial nominees. I thanked him
during those years for his efforts. I
know that he would have liked to have
been able to do more and not have to
leave so many vacancies and so many
nominees without action.

I hope to hold additional hearings
and make additional progress on judi-
cial nominees. In our efforts to address
the number of vacancies on the circuit
and district courts we inherited from
the Republicans, the Committee has fo-
cused on consensus nominees for all
Senators. In order to respond to what
Vice President CHENEY and Senator
HATCH now call a vacancy crisis, the
Committee has focused on consensus
nominees. This will help end the crisis
caused by Republican delay and ob-
struction by confirming as many of the
President’s judicial nominees as quick-
ly as possible.

Most Senators understand that the
more controversial nominees require
greater review. This process of careful
review is part of our democratic proc-
ess. It is a critical part of the checks
and balances of our system of govern-
ment that does not give the power to
make lifetime appointments to one
person alone to remake the courts
along narrow ideological lines, to pack
the courts with judges whose views are
outside of the mainstream of legal
thought, and whose decisions would
further divide our nation.

The Committee continues to try to
accommodate Senators from both sides
of the aisle. The Court of Appeals
nominees included at hearings so far
this year have been at the request of
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator LOTT, Sen-
ator SPECTER, Senator ENZI and Sen-
ator SMITH from New Hampshire—five
Republican Senators who each sought a
prompt hearing on a Court of Appeals
nominee who was not among those ini-
tially sent to the Senate in May 2001.
Next week’s hearing will continue that
effort and include a Court of Appeals
nominee from Tennessee at the request
of Senator THOMPSON.

Each of the 45 nominees confirmed by
the Senate has received the unani-
mous, bipartisan backing of the Com-
mittee. Only Judge Roger Gregory has
had a single vote cast against his con-
firmation in all of the Senate votes on
all of these nominees. The confirma-
tion of Judge Davis is the 45th judicial
nominee to be confirmed since I be-
came Chairman last July. Like Judge
Roger Gregory, this is the confirma-
tion of a qualified nominee who could
not get a hearing when the Republican
majority controlled the Senate. I had
hoped that at the end of the day, jus-
tice would be done. I am glad that this
is that day, and that at the end of
today Judge Davis will also have been
considered and confirmed. These con-
sensus nominees could and should have
been acted upon before this year. I
thank Judge Davis for his commitment

and patience, and congratulate him
and his family on this important day.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise
in support of the confirmation of Judge
Legrome Davis to the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania.

Judge Davis’ nomination is yet an-
other example of President Bush’s bi-
partisan approach to judicial nomina-
tions. This is the second time, Judge
Roger Gregory being the first, that this
administration has renominated a can-
didate who was originally nominated
by the previous adminstraiton. It is a
rarity for a new adminstration to re-
nominate a previous administration’s
judicial nominees, especially when the
two administrations are of different
parties. Clearly, the President is lead-
ing by example when he calls upon the
Senate to rise above petty partisanship
and provide fair hearings and prompt
votes to every judicial nominee regard-
less of what party controls the White
House or the Senate.

I have had the pleasure of reviewing
Judge Davis’ distinguished legal ca-
reer, and I have come to the conclusion
that he is a fine Pennsylvania State
judge who will only add to the distin-
guished Federal bench in the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania.

Judge Davis graduated from Prince-
ton University and Rutgers-Camden
School of Law. After graduation, he
joined the Office of the District Attor-
ney of Philadelphia as an Assistant
District Attorney in the Law and Trial
Divisions. Eventually, he rose to be-
come Assistant Chief of Narcotics and
then Chief of the Rape Unit.

One of the many examples of his fine
character revolves around a defend-
ant’s rape conviction before Judge
Davis led the D.A.’s Rape Unit. Upon
examination of new evidence, it be-
came clear that the alleged victim, in
the case, suffered from paranoid schizo-
phrenia and had hallucinated the
criminal episode. The investigation
that freed the defendant was conducted
by Davis.

His record of rulings before the appel-
late courts is equally as impressive.
Judge Davis has filed approximately
150 cases, of which only 3 were over-
turned on appeal—and the Pennsyl-
vania Supreme Court reinstated his de-
cision in one of those cases.

Judge Davis has been a champion in
reforming the Philadelphia court sys-
tem. He helped author and was an early
proponent of Philadelphia’s differen-
tiated case management system. This
system, which groups defendants with
similar case dispositions into one of
four ‘‘tracks,’’ has resulted in a 47 per-
cent reduction in the Felony-Waiver
Unit’s pending inventory.

I am very pleased that we will con-
firm Judge Davis today.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, in
January 2002, Judge Legrome Davis
was nominated by President Bush to
serve on the United States District
Court, Eastern District of Pennsyl-
vania.
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The American Bar Association rated

Judge Davis as well-qualified for a
judgeship on the United States District
Court for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania.

Judge Davis presently serves on the
Court of the Common Pleas of Phila-
delphia County, a position he has held
since 1987.

From 1992 until January 2001, Judge
Davis served as the Supervising Judge
of the Criminal Division, with prin-
cipal responsibility for all issues of pol-
icy, planning and administration in-
volving criminal case processing.

During his tenure as Supervising
Judge, numerous city, state and federal
funding authorities awarded the First
Judicial District more than nineteen
million dollars to support supervisory
endeavors for defendants developed by
Judge Davis and administered under
his direction.

He is the Coordinator of the Female
Offenders’ Criminal Justice Treatment
Network, a collaborative project link-
ing the criminal justice and treatment
communities in addressing the complex
and special challenges of women in the
criminal justice system.

Judge Davis was integral in concep-
tualizing and implementing the court
reforms which were integral to the sus-
pension of the federal prison cap in
1995.

Previously he worked for Ballard,
Spahr, Ingersoll & Andrews, and the
Office of the General Counsel of the
University of Pennsylvania. He was
also an Assistant District Attorney for
nine years, serving in the Homicide,
Narcotics, and Career Criminal Units,
and was the Chief of the Rape Prosecu-
tion Unit when he left office to seek a
state court judgeship.

He has been honored by the Pennsyl-
vania Trial Judges Association ‘‘Gold-
en Crowbar Award, the Philadelphia
Common Pleas Court Board of Judges
Exceptional Service Award, the Phila-
delphia Bar Association; Thurgood
Marshall Award, the Philadelphia Coa-
lition for Victim Advocacy; Victim Ad-
vocacy Award and the Fraternal Order
of Police Honorary Lifetime Member-
ship—Lodge 92.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, if I
could announce to colleagues, this is
the last vote tonight. There will not be
any votes tomorrow. The Senate will
not be in session tomorrow, and there
will be no rollcall votes on Monday.
The next rollcall vote will occur some-
time Tuesday morning.

I thank my colleagues. Have a good
evening and a good weekend.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of Legrome
D. Davis, to be United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania? The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), and
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. NEL-
SON) are necessarily absent.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BOND), and
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB-
ERTS) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 94,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Ex.]
YEAS—94

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—6

Bond
Boxer

Inouye
Nelson (NE)

Nickles
Roberts

The nomination was confirmed.
f

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will return to legislative session.

The majority leader.
f

WISHING MARY JANE OGILVIE A
FULL RECOVERY

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
wanted to come to the floor before the
end of the day to alert our colleagues
on a matter about which I know they
would all be concerned. Mary Jane
Ogilvie, wife of our Chaplain, a very
treasured member of our Senate fam-
ily, is battling bacterial pneumonia
this week. She is in an area hospital
and in serious but stable condition.

Dr. Ogilvie and his children are, of
course, with her as they have been

throughout this ordeal. Dr. Ogilvie has
been our Chaplain now for 7 years,
since 1995, and over the years he has
been the source of real strength for
many of us in times of sorrow, in times
of difficulty. Especially these last dif-
ficult months, we have relied on his
wise and compassionate counsel over
and over again. Now it is our turn to be
the source of strength for him, for Mrs.
Ogilvie, and for their family.

The Chaplain’s Office asked that we
not send flowers because they are not
permitted in intensive care, but if you
believe in prayer, they say, please pray
for Mrs. Ogilvie. We will certainly do
so.

We want to extend—I know on behalf
of all Senators, Republican and Demo-
cratic—our sincere best wishes for a
complete and full recovery. We wish
her strength, and we want her to know
that our thoughts and prayers are with
her tonight and will continue to be
with her until she returns to good
health.

I just talked to Dr. Ogilvie this after-
noon. He has informed me that the
prognosis is improving. We hope that
that will be the case throughout the
weekend. We wanted to make note of
this at this time.

I know my colleague, the distin-
guished Republican leader, has also had
a conversation with Dr. Ogilvie, and to
accommodate his words at this time, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator DASCHLE
for making our colleagues and those
who follow the situation in the Senate
aware of the struggle our Chaplain is
going through now. He has been a chap-
lain and a minister for all of us.

As Senator DASCHLE said, each one of
us has had moments of difficulty over
the past 7 years. He is always there.
Just recently, when my wife lost her
father, she didn’t get to talk to Dr.
Ogilvie, but he left a message on the
recorder. It was like a message from
heaven, just magnificent; so meaning-
ful, my wife saved it and listened to it
more than once.

So at this time when our Chaplain is
facing difficulty, certainly we need him
to know of our thoughts and our pray-
ers. When I spoke to him, I told him
that I believe in miracles and that his
wife can pull through this and rejoin
the Senate family.

Mary Jane is very much a part of the
family. She attends events; she goes
with our Chaplain so many places. She
is his helpmate. As I spoke with him a
few minutes ago, I could just feel it in
his voice; he is just really so worried.

I join Senator DASCHLE and all of the
Senate in extending to them our love
and our thoughts and prayers. We look
forward to continuing to follow her im-
provements. We have the Senate physi-
cian, Dr. Frist, on the job. He is keep-
ing us posted of how she is doing. We
will be thinking about them over the
next weekend and look forward to
them being back in full form and with
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us on all these many occasions at
which we enjoy their presence.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana.
f

NATIONAL LABORATORIES PART-
NERSHIP IMPROVEMENT ACT OF
2001—Continued

Mr. BAUCUS. What is the business of
the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. S. 517 is
the pending business.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
time limitation of 1 hour equally di-
vided between myself and Senator
GRASSLEY for debate on the Finance
Committee energy tax amendment;
that no amendments be in order to my
amendment except a second-degree
amendment by Senator GRASSLEY; that
at the conclusion or yielding back of
the time, the Senate vote in relation to
Senator GRASSLEY’s second-degree
amendment and to my Finance Com-
mittee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I supported this tax section that
Senator BAUCUS is trying to add to the
energy bill at this time when we had it
in the Finance Committee. Obviously,
there are some things in there that I
would prefer not be in there. But we
had an overwhelming vote out of the
Finance Committee in support of this
package.

An energy policy that does not in-
clude a tax section is not a complete
policy. We have to have some incen-
tives for these hybrid cell vehicles and
to try to get marginal wells back in
production, to encourage biomass, to
do everything we can, along with the
policy that is included in this bill, to
also encourage more energy production
and more energy conservation through
the Tax Code.

I support this. I will be glad to work
with Senator BAUCUS to see that we get
it included in the Senate package or
certainly in the conference when a con-
ference is completed. We have to do
that.

But at this time, we do have an ob-
jection from our side of the aisle. And
on behalf of a Senator who has a tax
provision in which he is very inter-
ested, I am constrained to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Montana.
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I

hear the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi. I very much understand
the reasons for his objection. I deeply
appreciate his statement in support of
the Finance Committee title that we
hope to offer to this bill.

The provisions in the Finance Com-
mittee title total roughly $15 to $16 bil-
lion over 10 years. The Senate hope-
fully will pass the Senate-passed
version of tax incentives. It will be in-
centives for production, conventional

production, renewables, unconven-
tional production, for conservation.
The House passed a tax title to their
energy bill which totals about $30 bil-
lion.

I fully agree with the distinguished
Senator that the Finance Committee
provisions, which will help wean us
away from OPEC by providing incen-
tives on matters that I suggested, are
vitally important. And I hope—in fact,
I expect—that the Senate, before it
passes an energy bill, will also include
these provisions because they are such
an integral and vital part of the bill.

I thank all concerned, particularly
my good friend from Mississippi.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada is recog-
nized.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Madam President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate on the Daschle/
Bingaman substitute amendment No. 2917 for
Calendar No. 65, S. 517, a bill to authorize
funding for the Department of Energy and
for other purposes:

Jeff Bingaman, Jean Carnahan, Edward
Kennedy, Pattie Murray, Mary
Landrieu, Byron L. Dorgan, Robert
Torricelli, Bill Nelson, John Breaux,
Tom Carper, Tim Johnson, Hillary R.
Clinton, Jon Corzine, John Rockefeller,
Daniel Inouye, Max Baucus, Harry
Reid, and Maria Cantwell.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for not to exceed 5 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR’S
ERGONOMICS ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
since President Bush signed into law a
provision to overturn the ergonomics
rule, over 1.8 million workers have suf-
fered ergonomic injuries. At that time
Secretary Chao promised ‘‘to pursue a
comprehensive approach to ergo-
nomics.’’ However, now more than a
year later, the Department of Labor

has unveiled a plan that ultimately
falls short of the substantive protec-
tions needed to protect America’s
workers.

In response, Senator JOHN BREAUX
and others have introduced a bill that
would require that the Department of
Labor promulgate a new rule on
ergonomics within 2 years.

I am deeply concerned that the ad-
ministration continues to build on its
record of putting special interests
above working Americans. I believe
that Senator BREAUX’s bill is an impor-
tant measure that clarifies that work-
ers deserve real protections, not more
studies and voluntary guidelines.

Unfortunately, the administration’s
late announcement fails to provide
workers adequate protections. The ad-
ministration’s plan states an ‘‘intent’’
to develop voluntary guidelines for se-
lected industries. Senator BREAUX’s
bill will ensure that the administration
provides real protections and not hol-
low promises.

f

STATUS OF JUDICIAL
CONFIRMATIONS

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
would like to respond to some com-
ments made yesterday on the topic of
judicial confirmations. I had no inten-
tion of bringing up this topic today,
but now I find myself with no choice
but to again set the record straight
with respect to the comments my col-
league made earlier yesterday.

First, I would like to put my remarks
in context. I began this Session of the
107th Congress by praising the way
that Chairman LEAHY and the Senate’s
Democratic leader had begun to handle
judicial nominations. One of the rea-
sons I did so was that I had detected
the possibility that the Judiciary Com-
mittee may be headed in a new direc-
tion as we began a new Session. I
sensed a chance that, after more than
eight months of Democratic control,
the leaders might stop steering their
course by staring at the rear-view mir-
ror, and would begin to look forward
through the windshield at the work
ahead. I thought that they might begin
to sense the American people’s frustra-
tion at the Senate’s stonewalling of
President Bush’s priorities—especially
his selections for the judiciary. Obvi-
ously, now that we are in the eleventh
month of Democratic control, my opti-
mism has become tarnished not only
by the continuing extremely slow pace
of confirmations and the blatant mis-
treatment of Judge Pickering, but also
by the kind of comments we heard this
morning that actually attempt to per-
suade the American people that the
Senate’s record is acceptable.

I want to correct a couple distortions
of the record and explain what is really
going on in the Judiciary Committee.

My colleague began his comments
with the assertion that the Democrats
have only been in charge of the Judici-
ary Committee since the end of July
rather than the beginning of June—
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which somehow adds up to 9 months.
This particular exercise in make be-
lieve is apparently very important for
some of my colleagues to repeat over
and over. But the fact is—as everyone
in the Senate knows—that Democrats
took charge of the Senate on June 5,
not at the end of July. Considering
that it is now the middle of April, we
are now in the eleventh month of
Democratic control.

Why is this important? Playing
make-believe that the month of June
didn’t exist last year helps some of my
colleagues explain away the fact that
they failed to hold any confirmation
hearings during that entire month.
There is no basis for the underlying as-
sertion that the lack of an organiza-
tional resolution prevented the Judici-
ary Committee from doing so. It cer-
tainly didn’t stop 9 other Senate Com-
mittees from holding 16 confirmation
hearings for 44 nominees during that
same month. And it did not prevent the
Judiciary Committee from holding five
hearings in three weeks on a variety of
issues other than pending nominations.

Of course, the month-of-June distor-
tion is simply part of the larger cha-
rade of pretending that the current ju-
dicial vacancy crisis has less to do with
the last 11 months of foot dragging
than with the Committee’s work be-
tween the years 1994 and 2000. The fact
is that, at the close of the 106th Con-
gress, there were only 67 vacancies in
the federal judiciary. In the space of
one Democratic-controlled congres-
sional session last year, that number
shot up to nearly 100, where it remains
today. The broader picture shows that
the Senate confirmed essentially the
same number of judges for President
Clinton (377) as it did for President
Reagan (382), which proves bipartisan
fairness—especially when you consider
that both Presidents has six years of
Republican control in the Senate.

So, how did we go from 67 vacancies
at the end of the Clinton Administra-
tion to nearly 100 today? There can be
only one answer: The current pace of
hearings and confirmations is simply
not keeping up with the increase in va-
cancies. We are moving so slowly that
we are making no forward progress.
President Bush nominated 66 highly
qualified individuals to fill judicial va-
cancies last year. But in the first four
months of Democratic control of the
Senate last year, only 6 federal judges
were confirmed. At several hearings,
the Judiciary Committee considered
only one or two judges at a time. The
Committee voted on only 6 of 29 circuit
court nominees in 2001, a rate of 21%,
leaving 23 of them without any action
at all. In fact, eight of the first eleven
judges that President Bush nominated
on May 9 of last year still have not had
a hearing—despite being pending for
344 days as of today.

It is time for this Senate to examine
the real situation in the Judiciary
Committee, rather than listen to more
inventive ways of distorting it. We
have lots of work to do. There are 96

vacancies in the Federal judiciary—a
vacancy rate of more than 11.2 per-
cent—and we have 53 nominees pend-
ing—plus 4 nominees for the Court of
Federal Claims. Twenty of the pending
nominees are for circuit court posi-
tions, yet the Senate has confirmed
only 2 circuit judges this session. This
is despite a crisis of 30 vacancies pend-
ing in the circuit courts nationwide—
virtually the same number of vacancies
pending when the Democrats took con-
trol of the Senate in June of last year.

These numbers beg the question: If
the Judiciary Committee is not mak-
ing any progress on the judicial va-
cancy crisis, What is happening in the
Judiciary Committee? What is the
Committee doing in lieu of confirming
President Bush’s nominees?

Well, the judicial confirmation proc-
ess appears to be falling into the hands
of some extreme-left special-interest
groups whose political purposes are
served by launching invidious attacks
on the good people President Bush has
nominated to serve as judges.

We all know too well what happened
to Judge Pickering, who was a decent,
honorable man who is clearly qualified
to be a judge on the Fifth Circuit Court
of Appeals. So I won’t recount that
very unfortunate situation. But I
would like to warn everyone that the
stoves of the special interest groups
are readying to boil up an attack on
Judge Brooks Smith of Pennsylvania
who had a hearing nearly two months
ago but still has had no vote in the Ju-
diciary Committee.

If you are waiting to hear that some
profound issue has been raised about a
complicated or important legal issue, I
am sorry to disappoint you. The fact is
that Judge Smith has a very distin-
guished record as a Federal judge for
nearly 14 years, and no one has ques-
tioned his ability or competence. So
what is the great issue that may well
be endangering his nomination—you
might ask? Well, believe it or not,
some are trying to make hay out of the
fact that Judge Smith used to be a
member of a small family-oriented
fishing club—like hundreds that exist
from Vermont to Wisconsin to North
Carolina to Utah, that happens to limit
membership to men.

Let me note at the outset that Judge
Smith’s nomination is supported by
the Women’s Bar Association of West-
ern Pennsylvania and the local Domes-
tic Violence Board in Pennsylvania.
The people who know him best are the
ones who support him the most.

It is also important to recognize that
the Judiciary Committee, in 1990, and
the Judicial Conference, in 1992, each
made clear that Judges or nominees
can belong to single-gender clubs so
long as the club exhibits certain at-
tributes of privacy first articulated by
Justice William Brennan for the Su-
preme Court in Roberts v. Jaycees.

In Roberts, Justice Brennan—the
great liberal patriarch of American ju-
risprudence—first articulated the right
of intimate association in furtherance

of the Freedom of Association recog-
nized by the Supreme Court in NAACP
v. Alabama as an extension of First
Amendment speech. Such intimate as-
sociation, Justice Brennan said, must
be protected ‘‘as a fundamental ele-
ment of personal liberty,’’ and ‘‘choices
to enter into and maintain certain inti-
mate human relationships must be se-
cured against undue intrusion . . . be-
cause of the role of such relationships
in safeguarding the individual freedom
central to our constitutional scheme.’’
The Court went on to describe the at-
tributes of such intimate associations
as ‘‘relative smallness . . . a high de-
gree of selectivity in decisions to begin
and maintain the affiliation, and seclu-
sion from others in critical aspects of
the relationship.’’

I should note that the club that
Judge Smith belonged to has only 115
members.

I for one, stand by the American peo-
ple’s Freedom of Association as defined
by the Supreme Court. As Justice
Thurgood Marshall pointed out, the
ability to associate as we see fit is part
of what makes this country great, and
a freedom we honor. And I hope we can
all recognize that Judges, or people
who might want to be Judges someday,
should be just as free as anyone else to
exercise that right. There is no point
to turning the nomination of Judge
Smith into a referendum on the Free-
dom of Association. And there is cer-
tainly no sympathy among the Amer-
ican electorate to turn yet another of
President Bush’s judicial nominees
into a mere single-issue caricature
when Judge Smith has an outstanding
record of service to our country.

I am very concerned that any further
delay of Judge Smith’s confirmation
will lead to even more cynicism about
the Senate in the minds of the Amer-
ican people. The voters who have
watched the Judiciary Committee dur-
ing the past eleven months already
know that the vacancy crisis is not tit
for tat or mere payback for anything
that happened in the past. The voters
know that the Democratic leadership
has plunged into truly uncharted terri-
tory, holding up an absolutely unprece-
dented percentage of President Bush’s
nominees and, in the process, allowing
leftist special interest groups to smear
decent and accomplished public serv-
ants in order to serve highly partisan
political aims.

There is no better way to understand
the extreme partisanship of these pow-
erful leftist groups than to look at the
irony in their call for ‘‘diversity’’ on
the circuit courts of appeal. I of course
agree with having a diverse judiciary,
but I do not believe that these groups
mean what they say.

Let’s look at judicial diversity. Right
now, over 50 percent of the active fed-
eral judges in America were appointed
by President Clinton. The best way to
ensure diversity on the bench is for the
Senate to confirm more Bush nominees
who will enforce existing law and leave
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lawmaking to the people’s elected rep-
resentatives, including the President’s
nominees from Minority groups.

But I fear that nominees like Miguel
Estrada, whom the President has nomi-
nated to be the first Hispanic to sit on
the second most prestigious court in
the land, are not getting a fair shake
because out-of-the-mainstream liberal
groups show increasing intolerance to
Hispanics and African-Americans who
don’t subscribe to the left-of-main-
stream ideology. The intolerance is not
because of race, but because many lib-
erals will not give the time of day to
any minority or woman who have be-
come accomplished in any field other
than liberal activism. I fear that the
Liberals are seriously thinking about
shutting the door to our Courts of Ap-
peal to any Hispanic, African-American
or woman who does not toe the line of
the radical, left-of center special inter-
est groups. That would be a great trag-
edy for our country. I would be an end
to the very diversity that is the
strength of America and its judicial
system.

We cannot allow outside groups to
impede progress. In fact, what we need
is to approve more circuit judges at a
faster pace to address the vacancy cri-
sis in the federal appellate courts. The
Sixth Circuit is presently functioning
at a 50 percent capacity. Eight of that
court’s 16 seats are vacant. President
Bush has nominated 7 well qualified in-
dividuals to fill the vacancies on that
court. Two of those nominees, Deborah
Cook and Jeffrey Sutton, have been
pending since May 9 of last year—344
days of inaction. They have languished
in Committee without so much as a
hearing while the Sixth Circuit func-
tions at 50 percent capacity. Another
appellate court that is in trouble is the
D.C. Circuit, which is missing one-third
of its judges: It has only 8 of its 12
seats filled. President Bush nominated
two exceedingly well qualified individ-
uals to fill seats on the D.C. Circuit on
May 9 of last year. Those individuals,
Miguel Estrada and John Roberts, are
among the most well respected appel-
late lawyers in the country. Yet the
Judiciary Committee has not granted
them a hearing, much less a vote.

Part of the problem is a decision by
the Committee not to consider more
than one circuit judge per hearing. In
fact, the Committee has not moved
more that one circuit judge per hearing
during the entire time the Democrats
have had control of the Senate. When I
was Chairman, I had 10 hearings with
more than one circuit nominee on the
agenda. If we are going to get serious
about filling circuit vacancies, then I
encourage my Democratic colleagues
to move more than one circuit nominee
per hearing.

The bottom line of all this is that
America is facing a real crisis facing
its federal judiciary, especially the cir-
cuit courts of appeals, due to the near-
ly 100 vacancies that plague it. The Ju-
diciary Committee has decided not to
make any progress toward remedying

this situation. Instead, it is pouring its
energy into creative accounting and
make believe. But the American people
are sick of the charades and are dis-
gusted by the personal destruction for
partisan purposes. They want the Sen-
ate to help—not hinder—President
Bush. I urge my friends across the aisle
to focus on this situation, to step up
the pace of hearings and votes, to re-
sist the powerful leftists who are the
enemies of the independent judiciary,
and to do what’s right for the country.

f

HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION TO THE
BANKRUPTCY BILL

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, the
bankruptcy conference will meet on
Tuesday to discuss and attempt to re-
solve the remaining differences be-
tween the House and Senate versions of
the bill.

One of those issues is the Senate pro-
vision that addresses the single most
offensive abuse in the bankruptcy sys-
tem, the homestead exemption. As we
all know, the homestead exemption al-
lows debtors in five privileged States
to declare bankruptcy but still shield
unlimited millions of dollars in their
homes from their creditors.

With every year that passes, we learn
of new cases where scoundrels have de-
clared bankruptcy in States like Flor-
ida and Texas but have continued to
live like kings in multi-million dollar
mansions.

Just 2 weeks ago, the New York
Times ran a story on former Enron ex-
ecutives like Ken Lay and Andrew
Fastow who are doing some bank-
ruptcy planning of their own. They are
selling numerous properties around the
country worth millions of dollars, but
retaining—or in some cases even build-
ing—luxury homes in Texas or Florida.
Using the homestead exemption, Lay
will be able to retain his $7.1 million
condominium in the finest apartment
building in Houston and Fastow will
keep his multi-million dollar mansion
currently under construction. They
will be able to enjoy their mansions,
even if they declare bankruptcy, as
their former employees struggle to find
a new paycheck or to cover the rent.

Last year, it was Paul Bilzerian—a
convicted felon—who tried to wipe out
$140 million in debts and all the while
held on to his 37,000 square foot Florida
mansion worth over $5 million—with
its 10 bedrooms, two libraries, double
gourmet kitchen, racquetball court, in-
door basketball court, movie theater,
full weight and exercise rooms, and
swimming pool.

The Bankruptcy Conference has a
real chance to put an end to this now.
The Senate has repeatedly—year after
year—voted overwhelmingly in favor of
a provision that would put a hard cap
on the amount of home equity that a
debtor can retain even after bank-
ruptcy. The Senate should insist on a
real and meaningful solution to this
problem.

But so far, the only compromises we
have been offered are road maps that

show debtors how to circumvent the
law. We have been told that we can
only impose a residency requirement of
two and a half years

This will not do. First, it does noth-
ing to stop lifelong residents of Texas
or Florida. Ken Lay has lived there
most of his life. So has Andrew Fastow.
They get away scot free under this pro-
posal. Second, most bankruptcy attor-
neys will tell you that anyone rich
enough can plan 2 to 3 years in ad-
vance.

In the spirit of compromise, we have
agreed to raise the homestead cap to
$175,000—a figure that far exceeds the
average amount of equity a Houston
homeowner has in their house. So, the
average homeowner will not be affected
at all by this provision, only the ex-
traordinarily wealthy debtor. And even
now, we remain open to effective and
practical proposals aimed at solving
this inequity.

Yet, we may not have an opportunity
to reach that compromise. Instead,
those that want the bill so badly that
they are willing to legislate unfairness
into the bankruptcy code are trying to
get their way.

We should remember that one of the
central principles of the bankruptcy
bill is that people who can pay part of
their debts should be required to do so.
But the call to reform rings hollow
when the proposal creates an elaborate,
taxpayer-funded system to squeeze an
extra $100 a month out of middle-class
debtors but allows people like Burt
Reynolds to declare bankruptcy, wipe
out $8 million in debt, and still hold on
to a $2.5 million Florida mansion.

To put it another way, political expe-
diency may well trump fairness. The
rich will be able to pour millions of
dollars into the value of their Florida
home, their Texas ranch, or their un-
improved plot of land secure in the
knowledge that their creditors will
never be able to touch it. Yet, the aver-
age debtor will lose their house and
most of their personal possessions as
they try to repay their debts.

We have made historic changes to the
bankruptcy code, but have chosen not
to remedy the worst abuse of them all.
We can only hope that between now
and the conference committee’s meet-
ing on Tuesday, the parties to this deal
will have a change of heart.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO JAMES GRIMMER

∑ Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, today I
pay tribute to James B. Grimmer, a
business pioneer in Birmingham, AL,
and a dedicated community leader and
family man. He was responsible for de-
veloping over thirty shopping centers
throughout the Southeast, which
helped to spur business and economic
development in the region. Mr.
Grimmer died in Birmingham on March
12 at the age of 81. I would like to take
a few moments to reflect on the life of
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a man who brought opportunity to
many in the Southeast and lived a life
committed to family, friends and com-
munity.

James Grimmer was born on March
23, 1920 and raised in East Lake, AL. He
attended Ramsay High School and
graduated from Woodlawn High in Bir-
mingham. Upon finishing high school
and unable to join the armed forces due
to age restrictions, James joined the
Royal Canadian Air Force in 1937 be-
fore he turned eighteen. However, with
America’s imminent entrance into
World War II, James dutifully returned
to the United States to serve in the
U.S. Army Air Corps. He eventually re-
tired from the military as a Lt. Colonel
in the U.S. Air Force.

After the war, James embarked on a
long and stellar career in real estate
development. In 1955, he joined the firm
of Moulton, Allen & Williams. It was
with this firm that he developed the
Eastwood Mall, which was the
Southeast’s first enclosed mall. It had
such a positive impact on the commu-
nity that other developers soon fol-
lowed James’ lead and established nu-
merous shopping centers in the Bir-
mingham area. This led to new jobs,
economic growth and was instrumental
in Birmingham’s expansion during the
fifties and sixties. In 1962, James de-
cided to build on his success and found-
ed the Grimmer Realty Company. With
his new independence, James went on
to develop numerous other malls, in-
cluding: the Western Hills Mall, the
Montgomery Mall, Quintard Mall in
Oxford, AL, and Jackson Mall in Jack-
son, MS. In fact, James Grimmer devel-
oped over eight and a half million
square feet of retail space throughout
the Southeast.

James was also closely involved with
the Birmingham community and had
close ties to real estate developers
around the nation. He enjoyed scout-
ing, golfing and fishing with family and
friends, and was a member of the Inde-
pendent Presbyterian Church. He was a
member of the International Council of
Shopping Centers, The Club, Summit
Club; Vestavia Country Club and the
New York Real Estate Board.

It is with sincere respect that I pay
tribute to James Grimmer. He will be
remembered as a pioneering business-
man not only in the Birmingham com-
munity but the entire Southeastern re-
gion. He will be missed by the commu-
nity as well as by his many close
friends and relatives. My thoughts and
prayers extend to his wife, Rose, chil-
dren, Park and Susan, grandchildren,
Leslie, Shelly and Jamie, and his sis-
ter, Evelyn Williams.∑

f

IN HONOR OF THE RETIREMENT
OF SUPERINTENDENT FOR CLO-
VIS UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT,
DR. WALTER L. BUSTER

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I
recognize and pay tribute to Dr. Walter
L. Buster, Superintendent of Clovis
Unified School District in Clovis, CA as
he prepares to retire.

Dr. Buster has been in education for
over 50 years, seventeen of those years
as a school superintendent and the last
7 years as Superintendent for Clovis
Unified School District. Dr. Buster is
committed to educational excellence.
He has taught all levels of school: ele-
mentary, junior high, high school and
college, successfully serving many
school districts in California and along
the way has implemented visionary
programs.

In Clovis Unified, Dr. Buster imple-
mented Class Size Reduction and Early
Literacy Instruction in grades 1–3. In
these grade levels, only 20 students or
fewer are enrolled in each class, thus
giving the students a better ability to
learn during these critical early years.
Some of his most prized work in Clovis
Unified School District has been in the
following programs: Community of
Readers, a program where volunteers
in the community are trained to assist
students with reading one hour each
week; CHARACTER COUNTS, a pro-
gram that teaches the six pillars of
success—Responsibility, Respect, Fair-
ness, Caring, Citizenship and Trust-
worthiness; and Laptops for Learners,
a program developed to assist 7th, 8th
and 9th graders in classes where laptop
computer are used as learning tools.

Dr. Buster is truly a credit to the
educational system. He has established
as a standard a high level of integrity
and decency. He is a man of great de-
termination and dedication who has
worked tirelessly to educate our chil-
dren. I am honored to congratulate and
pay tribute to him, and I encourage my
colleagues to join me in wishing Dr.
Walter L. Buster best wishes as he em-
barks on future endeavors.∑

f

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

∑ Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to speak about hate crimes
legislation I introduced with Senator
KENNEDY in March of last year. The
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001
would add new categories to current
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred April 13, 1996 in
Long Beach, CA. Two lesbians were
beaten with a baseball bat. The
attackers, a large group of people, were
heard to yell anti-gay epithets.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation and
changing current law, we can change
hearts and minds as well.∑

f

RECOGNITION OF MR. SEIJI
OZAWA

∑ Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize and celebrate one of

this Nation’s brightest stars, Mr. Seiji
Ozawa, who has presided over the Bos-
ton Symphony Orchestra as music di-
rector for the last 29 years. On April 20,
Seiji will conduct the BSO in Mahler’s
Ninth Symphony and the conclusion of
that performance will mark the final
installation of his work in Massachu-
setts. The enthusiasm and precision he
brings to his craft are legendary, and
as he prepares to assume his new post
at the Vienna State Opera, I want to
take a moment to join people through-
out Massachusetts and across the coun-
try in expressing our gratitude for the
contributions he has made during his
time with the BSO.

For the last three decades Seiji
Ozawa has challenged colleagues with
his innovative interpretations and
charmed audiences with his playful en-
ergy and focus. Through award-winning
recordings, and celebrated perform-
ances in cities around the world, he has
brought the beauty and insight of clas-
sical music to life for people of all
ages. His service to the BSO stands as
the longest continuous directorship in
the history of the symphony, sur-
passing even Serge Koussevitzky, who
held the baton from 1924 to 1949.
Throughout that time, Seiji has lent
his skills to the Berlin Philharmonic,
the Vienna Philharmonic, the
Orchestre de France and the Paris
Opera, where he presided over the
debut of Messiaen’s ‘‘Saint Francois
d’Assise.’’

Seiji began his musical journey by
enrolling at the Toho Music School in
Tokyo, Japan, as a child. A rugby in-
jury changed his original plans of be-
coming a concert pianist and soon after
he shifted focus to the unique art of
conducting. Once Seiji settled on this
pursuit, his instructor at the Toho
School, Mr. Hideo Saito, urged him to
travel abroad and refine his skills. Fol-
lowing that advice, he won first prize
at the International Competition of Or-
chestral Conductors, in Besancon,
France in 1959. This accolade earned
Seiji an invitation in 1960 from Charles
Munch, then music director of the
BSO, to study at the Tanglewood Music
Center. That first Tanglewood visit re-
sulted in Seiji winning the
Koussevitzky Prize for outstanding
student conductor, and it also marked
the beginning of a mutual love affair
between Massachusetts and the young
conductor.

Upon completion of his studies, Seiji
moved to West Berlin to work with
Herbert von Karajan. It was here that
Seiji’s unique presentation and style
caught the eye of Leonard Bernstein,
and upon returning to the United
States he accepted Bernstein’s offer to
serve as assistant conductor of the New
York Philharmonic for 1961 and 1962. In
1964, he conducted the Boston Sym-
phony Orchestra at Tanglewood, rais-
ing the baton in a concert hall where
he had studied just 4 years before.
Word continued to spread about the en-
thusiastic Ozawa, and offers came in
from orchestras around the world. Seiji
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decided on becoming the music direc-
tor of the Ravinia Festival in Chicago,
where he remained for five summers,
and then moved to the Toronto Sym-
phony until 1969. After a brief period
with the San Francisco Symphony,
Seiji became artistic director at
Tanglewood in 1970, and was subse-
quently asked to assume the role of
music director for the Boston Sym-
phony Orchestra in 1973.

It has been during his time with the
BSO that Seiji became the cultural
icon that we celebrate this year. In
1976, he was honored with an Emmy
Award for the Boston Symphony Or-
chestra’s PBS television series,
‘‘Evening at Symphony.’’ In 1994, he
won a second Emmy Award for Indi-
vidual Achievement in Cultural Pro-
gramming, in recognition of his work
‘‘Dvorak in Prague: A Celebration with
the Boston Symphony Orchestra.’’ In a
nod to his early instructor and the Jap-
anese heritage he has proudly shared
with the world, he co-founded the Saito
Kinen Festival in Japan, which will
provide young people the same chance
he had to learn the arts of conducting
and performing. The academic commu-
nity of my home state has recognized
Seiji’s tremendous talent with hon-
orary Doctor of Music degrees from the
University of Massachusetts, the New
England Conservatory of Music and
Wheaton College, and certainly our be-
loved Red Sox have never had a more
enthusiastic supporter.

Seiji arrived in Massachusetts as a
young man finishing his education and
beginning his professional ascension.
After April 20, he will leave the Boston
Symphony Orchestra a true master of
his craft. While he has been guided by
a deep respect for the past and its mas-
ters, Seiji remains the consummate
modernist; a solitary individual fueled
by an instinctual fascination and hun-
ger for the unexplored frontier of the
future.

My constituents and I have been so
proud to host Mr. Ozawa over these last
three decades. For the rest of his ca-
reer we will proudly think of him as
one of our own in Massachusetts, and I
join my constituents in thanking Seiji
Ozawa for the invaluable contributions
he has made throughout his time at
Tanglewood and with the Boston Sym-
phony Orchestra.∑

f

HONORING THE JEWISH COMMU-
NITY FEDERATION OF LOUIS-
VILLE

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise
today in order to thank and honor the
50 members of the Jewish Community
Federation of Louisville, Ky for par-
ticipating in Monday’s Pro-Israel rally
held outside our Nation’s Capitol. I
truly believe these individuals along
with the entire Jewish Community
Federation of Louisville deserve to be
honored for their commitment to Israel
and all that it stands for.

Monday’s rally was quite a sight to
see. Over 100,000 supporters gathered,

including former Israeli Prime Min-
ister Benjamin Netanyahu and former
mayor of New York Rudy Guilani, to
demonstrate support for Israel in its
current struggle against terrorism.
Since September 11, the citizens of the
United States of America have unfortu-
nately and tragically been forced to
face the realities that accompany ter-
rorism; the fear, the pain, and the
struggle. The American people now
have an understanding of what it
means to live in fear of a cowardly and
radical enemy.

The terrorist threat and presence
Americans currently fear and feel ev-
eryday has been a reality for the people
of Israel since 1948, when the state of
Israel was officially established and
recognized. For 54 years now, the
Israeli people have fought for their
freedom and right to exist. In recent
weeks, the Israeli government has
come under fire for their aggressive but
necessary military actions in Pales-
tinian-controlled areas of the West
Bank. While I pray for the innocent
Palestinians who suffer the con-
sequences of their leader’s failures, I
cannot find it in myself to condemn
Israel, doing all it can to protect its
families, future, and freedom.

Since the time he was a 17-year old
arms dealer in Cairo fighting to rid
Palestine of all British and Jewish in-
fluence, Yasser Arafat has dedicated
his time, thoughts, and efforts to
bringing terrorism to the homes and
streets of the Jewish people. In 1958,
Arafat founded the Al-Fatah move-
ment, an underground network of ter-
rorist cells working as one to bring
about the demise of the Jewish state.
Just one year after the organization
was established, Al-Fatah was pub-
lishing a radical magazine advocating
the armed struggle against Israel and
its people. Since Al-Fatah, under the
leadership of Arafat, took control of
the PLO in 1969, both Jordan, for at-
tempting to overthrow King Hussein,
and Lebanon, for using Palestinian ref-
ugee camps as bases for cross-border
attacks against Israel, have expelled
Arafat and his terrorist group from
their land. Even today, Arafat con-
tinues to support the terrorist activity
of such barbaric groups as Hamas and
Palestine Islamic Jihad by agreeing to
compensate the families of their homi-
cide bombers. These homicide bombers
are no different from the 19 Al-Qaeda
terrorists who piloted two planes into
the World Trade Centers, and one into
the Pentagon killing thousands of in-
nocent American citizens. They are all
willing to kill innocent civilians as
well as themselves for fanatical leaders
such as Osama bin Laden and Yasser
Arafat.

In 1988 at a special session of the UN,
Arafat showed signs that he was will-
ing to negotiate for peace. He re-
nounced terrorism and vowed to pros-
ecute those who took part in terrorist
activities. This empty rhetoric how-
ever proved to be short-lived. In 1991,
Arafat fully supported Saddam Hussein

and Iraq in the Persian Gulf War just
three short years after he gave his UN
speech. He has also refused to take a
tough stance on terrorism, failing to
live up to his promise to prosecute
those responsible for such horrific acts
as we have seen in the past six months.
Arafat has now had the opportunity to
deal with multiple Israeli Prime Min-
isters and U.S. Presidents but to no
avail. He has been offered land, state-
hood, and a peaceful existence with the
state of Israel. In every instance, talks
ended and violence ensued.

I once again would like to thank the
Jewish Community Federation for
sending 50 of its most devoted individ-
uals to the rally. Israel has always
been a good friend to both the U.S. and
to democracy, and it always will be. I
finally ask that my colleagues join me
in praying that this situation ends as
quickly and as peacefully as possible. I
know that we all would like to see this
conflict resolved without any further
bloodshed, but we must be willing to
stand by our in friends in Israel in our
fight to eradicate terrorism from the
globe.∑

f

THE FUTURE OF AMERICAN STEEL

∑ Ms. MIKULSKI. I am proud to join
Majority Leader DASCHLE, Senator
ROCKEFELLER and the other cosponsors
today in introducing the Steel Industry
Consolidation and Retiree Benefits
Protection Act, a bill that seeks to
maintain the viability of a critical do-
mestic industry, and maintain a safety
net for its workers and retirees who
today live in fear of losing their
healthcare coverage.

I am on the side of steel and steel-
workers. I will stand up for steel-
workers and make sure that their
voices are heard in the Senate.

On March 20th, President Bush an-
nounced that he would impose tariffs
on steel imports, the tariffs weren’t as
high as we believe necessary to give
America’s steel industry the oppor-
tunity to consolidate and get back on
its feet. The tariffs imposed under sec-
tion 201 were a first step, but we can
not afford half-measures. Congress now
needs to take the next step and address
retiree health care benefits.

I recently held a hearing to listen to
the people behind ‘‘legacy costs’’—the
workers; the retirees; the widows; the
executives; and worker representatives
whose voices are not being heard. I
heard from retirees and widows from
the Bethlehem Steel plant at Sparrow’s
Point in Baltimore. I will never forget
hearing Gertrude Misterka tell me that
she would have to spend nearly $7,000
on her prescriptions if she lost her hus-
band’s health care benefits. She would
be in tough shape if she lost those
health benefits that her husband, a
proud Korean War veteran, Charlie,
worked so hard for.

I will not forget Jeff Mikula who has
a job at Sparrow’s Point but if that
plant closed, he lose the benefits he has
worked so hard for over the last 26
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years. I will not forget McCall White, a
retired steelworker, a proud veteran,
who worked at Sparrow’s point for
nearly 40 years. It is for them and hun-
dreds of thousands in similar situa-
tions that I will fight. I will fight to
make sure legacy costs are addressed
in a very serious way.

HOW WOULD THE ROCKEFELLER BILL HELP
STEELWORKERS AND RETIREES?

This bill would help protect the U.S.
steel industry and would provide
health care and life insurance to steel
retirees of those companies directly ef-
fected by unfair trade practices.

This bill helps companies consolidate
by addressing the liability costs that
have served as barrier to the restruc-
turing that many argue that is needed
by this industry in order to be able to
compete. At my hearing on the steel
industry, I heard how restructuring
would help to maintain a competitive
U.S. steel industry, which is in the na-
tional interest and would preserve
American jobs today and tomorrow
good paying, American jobs.

This bill would mean that promises
made are promises kept. Steel retirees,
their families and dependents would
have the retirement security earned
through decades of hard work and sac-
rifice. This bill would establish a
health benefits program for retirees
modeled on the most popular health
care for Federal employees the Blue
Cross/Blue Shield standard plan. This
is not the Cadillac, gold-plated health
plan that some claim these retirees
have. These are the benefits that our
steel workers worked hard for. Under
this bill, any steelworker with at least
15 years of work in our nation’s steel
mills would have a basic health benefit
package that they can count on. This
bill would also provide a very modest
death benefit of $5,000 to the widows of
steel retirees.

WHO WOULD THIS BILL HELP?
Now, there are now about 142,000 ac-

tive steelworkers, but there are about
600,000 retirees counting on these bene-
fits. By helping those with more than
15 years of hard work in our mills, this
bill would help many of our Nation’s
active and retired steelworkers. In my
own State of Maryland, 3,700 people
work at the Bethlehem Steel Sparrows
Point facility, but there are 23,000 re-
tired steelworkers, widows and depend-
ents. These workers and retirees de-
serve a basic health benefit package
that they can rely on.

I agree with President Bush when he
said, ‘‘Steel is an important job issue.
It is also an important national secu-
rity issue.’’ We need to see the Presi-
dent join us on this issue in fighting
for American jobs and for national se-
curity. A sound domestic steel industry
is critical as we fight the war on ter-
rorism. Steel builds our tanks, our
planes and our ships. Bethlehem Steel
produced the armor to repair the USS
Cole.

The policy of our government is to
support producers when it is in the na-
tional interest. National interest

means national responsibility. Con-
gress voted for nearly $80 billion in
farm support over the next 10 years. It
is important to support farmers to
make sure we have the producers to be
food-independent. I voted for the bill
that is now in conference, and I am
happy to stand up for American farm-
ers. Congress gave the airlines $15 bil-
lion after September 11 because of a na-
tional emergency. It was the right
thing to do.

Now, we need to stand up for steel.
We need to have producers here in
America to be steel-independent and be
ready for national emergencies. Make
no mistake: This is a national emer-
gency for steel. Standing up for steel is
in the national interest just like farm-
ers, just like airlines.

There is much to do to ensure that
there is a viable U.S. steel industry. We
need to make sure that the Section 201
tariffs are being implemented properly.
Steel legacy costs are also a vital, nec-
essary, crucial part of ensuring a viable
U.S. steel industry. This is part of the
comprehensive solution. We can not af-
ford half-measures, not with a critical
industry at the brink of collapse, not
with the retirement security of hun-
dreds of thousands at risk.

I urge my colleagues to join us to
protect American steel.∑

f

IN MEMORY OF CLAIRE T. SHADIE

∑ Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
seek recognition today to acknowledge
the service of the late Claire T. Shadie
of West Nanticoke, PA, a very special
woman whose untimely death on Octo-
ber 10, 2001, left a great void in the
lives of her family and the many whom
she touched.

Claire Shadie was Founder and Chair-
man of the Board of ‘‘Supporting Au-
tism and Families Everywhere,’’ or
SAFE, Inc., which is a non-profit group
of parents of autistic children that
works to help people with autism live
full and independent lives. From April
24 through April 26, 2002, the annual
SAFE, Inc., conference on autism will
bring together international experts on
autism and families affected by the
malady, and the meeting will be dedi-
cated to the memory of Claire Shadie.

Claire was known throughout her
community as the ‘‘Angel of Autism,’’
and she dedicated her life to helping
find effective ways to aid individuals
with the condition, including her son
Alexander. She worked diligently
throughout the years, counseling fami-
lies and organizations throughout the
United States. In addition to SAFE,
Inc., she helped establish the Coalition
on Autism, whose goal is to bring to-
gether related agencies and support
groups to help ease the bureaucracy
and improve the quality of service in
Northeast Pennsylvania. Through
SAFE, Inc., she worked with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Wyoming County Hous-
ing and Redevelopment Authority, and
other agencies to create New Hope

Farm, a facility that will provide its
learning-disabled residents with daily
opportunities for social interaction,
skill acquisition, and integration into
the greater community.

For her leadership and work on be-
half of autism, I would like to extend
the gratitude and recognition of the
United States Senate to Claire Shadie,
‘‘Angel of Autism.’’∑

f

AN ESSAY BY BERNARD
RAPOPORT ON ENRONICS

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
want to share with my colleagues an
excellent essay by a long-time friend of
this Senator, Bernard Rapoport. The
essay points out that using any means
to make money as those at Enron did,
or evading taxes as too many American
corporations do today by creating off-
shore schemes, are unpatriotic acts,
which should outrage the American
people.

As the message comes from someone
who has distinguished himself as a
business leader and whose generosity
has made our society a little more just
and equal, it is a message I hope all
American business executives not only
hear, but heed.

The essay follows:

‘‘ENRONICS’’—(LACK OF PATRIOTISM)
My father was a Russian Jewish revolu-

tionist, (the Agrarian Revolution of 1905). He
was a Marxist which advocated the philos-
ophy that the ‘‘ends justified the means.’’ It
is, perhaps, an understandable point of view
of someone subjected to the despotic czarist
rulers of the Russia in the time in which he
was raised. A few years after he escaped from
Siberia, to which he was exiled for life for
participation in the revolution, he came to
America still convinced about ends and
means from the Marxian view. I, too, was
raised with that philosophy. Fortunately,
and I think at the same time as he, I was in-
fluenced by Emerson’s wonderful admonition
that ‘‘character is that which can do without
success,’’ and it brought both of us to a new
understanding. Yes, how one achieves is
more important than if one achieves.

It’s the ‘‘means’’ that in fact does deter-
mine the ‘‘ends.’’ In my eight and a half dec-
ades of living I’ve had three poignant exam-
ples of unrestrained American patriotism. Of
course, there have been many others, but
what follows are the three that are most
firmly imprinted in my memory.

The first was America’s reaction to Pearl
Harbor. Second, during World War II, on that
day that General Dwight Eisenhower told us
by radio that D-Day had begun and that
there would be a large loss of lives, and,
third, 9/11! The most essential ingredient in
patriotism is love of country, which requires
a commitment that we conduct ourselves in
such a manner as to consistently do those
things to make our country better.

The tragedy of ‘‘Enronics’’ is that these
high-falutin’ capitalists lowered themselves
to a Marxian philosophy. Yes, their end was
making money. Any means legal or other-
wise, was justified because of their ‘‘ends!’’

My reason for this essay is that I’m not
angry—‘‘I’m mad!’’ My father’s daily plea
was to me was to ‘‘have a sense of outrage at
injustice.’’ ‘‘Enronics.’’ Gives just cause to
understand outrage because it is unre-
strained unpatriotism.

Here’s another example of what I perceive
to be unpatriotism. In the New York Times
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of February 18, 2002, the column headline on
the front page was, ‘‘U.S. Companies Use Fil-
ings in Bermuda to Slash Tax Bills.’’ I al-
ways thought I was fairly sophisticated when
it came to finance, but I quickly learned
after reading that article that I wasn’t near-
ly as ‘‘smart’’ as I thought I was. This is an
occurrence that happens often in my life. I
majored in economics at the University of
Texas. The bibliography included Adam
Smith’s ‘‘Wealth of Nations,’’ which is the
predicate for capitalism. Smith realized the
greed instinct within all of us, but thought
that the invisible hand, i.e. competition,
would be the moderator or leveler of the
greed instinct. Well, this particular article
to which I’ve alluded is beyond my com-
prehension. Evidently intelligent lawyers
and accountants had come up with schemes
to ‘‘legally’’ avoid the rules by which the
rest of us must play. Secondly, this was com-
bined with lobbyists who appealed to mem-
bers of Congress to include riders to par-
ticular pieces of legislation which would ben-
efit one particular corporation, and enable it
to escape the responsibilities that any patri-
otic company would observe. Competition is
making a better product, merchandising it
more intelligently, and paying the taxes that
all the rest in the same category pay. Well,
not in the legal sense, but morally. I ask the
question, ‘‘Why do we put up with these kind
of shenanigans? Why don’t we have a sense of
outrage at this injustice? Why don’t we get
mad?

I’m reminded of Murray Edelman’s wonder-
ful though, ‘‘Political history is largely an
account of mass violence and of the expendi-
ture of vast resources to cope with mythical
fears and hopes. At the same time, large
groups of people remain quiescent (that’s
us!) under noxiously oppressive conditions
and sometimes passionately defend the very
social institutions that deprive or degrade
them.’’

For example, in the New York Times arti-
cle, it points out that one company made $30
million additional profit because they didn’t
pay taxes. Now if they had played by the
same rules as other companies, they
would’ve shown $30 million less profit be-
cause of the payment of what it really owes.
Guess what! Their stock sells at a much
higher price because they are taking advan-
tage of what I call an ‘‘Enronic’’ approach.
At least, such companies should have the
courtesy and be required to show what their
earnings would be if they were paying on the
same basis as their competitors. In the New
York Times article it is pointed out that one
corporation saved $400 million in taxes! Re-
ducing taxes can really be a meaningful ob-
jective if these groups to which I’ve referred
to were truly patriotic. All these companies
do to avoid these taxes is to have an office in
Bermuda or the Cayman’s or some other is-
land, and obtain this unfair advantage. As ri-
diculous as it may sound, a company with
one of these offices in Bermuda, for example,
can borrow money from its Bermuda ac-
count, charge out the interest that it pays,
reducing their taxes in the United States.
Let’s be quickly reminded that there is no
tax on the interest earned by the Bermuda
parent. So an additional injustice is com-
pounded as a result of this tax avoidance
scheme.

The U.S. Treasury has to borrow money,
sell bonds, and you know who buys them?
These same corporations! Guess what! The
interest they have received on their bonds as
a result of their Bermuda office will not be
taxable. It’s a vicious circle! Where, of
where, is there not a sense of outrage to
their unconscientious acts of unpatriotism?

We must be constantly reminded of what
Guiseppe Mazzini said, ‘‘God has given you
your country as cradle, and humanity as

mother; you cannot rightly love your breth-
ren of the cradle if you love not the common
mother.’’∑

f

NINETY DAYS IS SIMPLY NOT
ENOUGH TIME

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, a letter
released last week by the General Ac-
counting Office highlighted serious
problems that could result from reduc-
ing the period of time that National In-
stant Criminal Background System
records are retained to only 24-hours
after a firearm sale. Under current
NICS regulations, records of allowed
firearms sales can be retained for up to
90 days, after which the records must
be destroyed. On July 6, 2001, the De-
partment of Justice published proposed
changes to the NICS regulations that
would reduce the maximum retention
period from 90 days to only one day.

According to FBI officials and the
GAO letter, retained records that were
more than 1 day old but less than 90
days old were used to initiate over 100
firearm-retrieval actions by law en-
forcement in the 4-month period begin-
ning July 3, 2001, through October 2001.
As a result, the GAO believes that
next-day destruction of NICS records
would likely obstruct the ability of law
enforcement to retrieve firearms from
individuals who were mistakenly ap-
proved to purchase firearms. Since its
inception, NICS checks have prevented
more than 156,000 felons, fugitives and
others not eligible to purchase a fire-
arm from doing so. While not infring-
ing upon any law-abiding citizen’s abil-
ity to purchase a firearm.

The retention of NICS records for a
sufficient period of time is important. I
am greatly concerned by the Attorney
General’s action and I support the ‘‘Use
NICS in Terrorist Investigations Act’’
introduced by Senators KENNEDY and
SCHUMER. This legislation would codify
the 90-day period for law enforcement
to retain and review NICS data. The
GAO letter provides further evidence
that the Schumer/Kennedy bill is com-
mon sense legislation that deserves en-
actment.∑

f

ANDIE BUEL RETIRES AFTER 35
YEARS

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, later
this month, Andie Buel, Chief of the
Congressional Operations Division at
the Department of Defense, will be re-
tiring after 35 years of government
service. I wish her the very best.

No question, the congressional dele-
gation trip to Normandy in 1994 com-
memorating the 50th anniversary of D-
Day stands out as one of the great
highlights of my years in the Senate.
Mrs. Buel was the architect of that
trip.

She has a long list of accomplish-
ments, but to get right to the point:
she has worked hard to ensure all our
congressional trips are not only mean-
ingful to our work in Washington, but
that they run flawlessly. We thank her,

and as she enters her new life we cer-
tainly will miss her.∑

f

TRIBUTE OF DONALD
LANGENBERG

∑ Mr. SARBANES. Madam Presi-
dent, as the end of the 200–2002 aca-
demic year approaches, I rise to pay
tribute to Dr. Donald N. Langenberg,
who at the end of this month will re-
tire as Chancellor of the University
System of Maryland, which for the past
twelve years he has served with great
distinction.

In 1990, when Dr. Langenberg came to
Maryland from the University of Illi-
nois-Chicago, the University System of
Maryland was still in the earliest
stages of its formation. It was estab-
lished in 1988 to bring together thirteen
diverse institutions, each with a dis-
tinctive and distinguished history, into
a ‘‘family’’ dedicated to ‘‘nurturing
minds, advancing knowledge, elevating
the human spirit and applying (our)
talents to the needs of the citizens of
Maryland.’’ The purpose of the new
system was to be nothing less than to
‘‘achieve and sustain national emi-
nence and become a model for Amer-
ican higher education and a source of
pride’’ for all the people of my State.

In short, Dr. Langenberg had his
work cut out for him, but no one could
have been better suited to the chal-
lenge, by both temperament and expe-
rience, than he. It was his task as the
first Chancellor of the University of Il-
linois at Chicago, established in the
1980s to bring together existing under-
graduate, research and medical institu-
tions, to guide the new university
through its formative years; and he
came to that position from the Na-
tional Science Foundation, where he
had served as acting and deputy direc-
tor.

Dr. Langenberg’s academic back-
ground, however, was not in adminis-
tration but rather in physics. With de-
grees from Iowa State University, the
University of California at Los Angeles
and the University of California at
Berkeley, he taught at the University
of Pennsylvania, where he also directed
the Laboratory for Research on the
Structure of Matter and served as Vice
Provost for Graduate Studies and Re-
search. He has been a visiting professor
at numerous institutions in this coun-
try and abroad; his work on super-
conductivity has resulted in the devel-
opment of a new type of voltage stand-
ard, which is in use worldwide, and it
led to the publication of a paper so fre-
quently cited in other papers and jour-
nals that it is known as a ‘‘citation
classic.’’ Throughout his distinguished
career, Dr. Langenberg has also main-
tained the highest level of engagement
in numerous professional associations,
for example as president and chairman
of the board of the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science,
AAAS, chairman of the board of Na-
tional Association of State Univer-
sities and Land-Grant Colleges,
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NASULGC, President of the American
Physical Society, APS, chairman of
the President’s Council of the Associa-
tion of Governing Boards of Univer-
sities and Colleges, AGB. He recently
completed a decade’s service as a mem-
ber of the University of Pennsylvania’s
Board of Trustees.

For the past twelve years the Univer-
sity System of Maryland has been the
beneficiary of the great breadth and
depth of Dr. Langenberg’s experience,
and above all from his abiding commit-
ment to make our state system a
model for higher education everywhere.
The University System’s campuses
have never been more vigorous than
they are today. The schools of medi-
cine and law are thriving, and so are
programs designed for adults wishing
to resume or continue their education.
Under Dr. Langenberg’s leadership the
University System has developed new
measures of accountability and produc-
tivity, which are in use not only in
Maryland but at universities around
the Nation. The K 16 Partnership for
Teaching and Learning, of which Dr.
Langenberg was a founding member,
works to ensure continuity and coher-
ence in Marylanders’ education, from
kindergarten through the B.A. And in a
State whose extraordinary diversity of
human and natural resources is re-
flected in its public institutions of
higher education, among them a major
research university that is also one of
the earliest land-grant colleges, three
historically black colleges, profes-
sional schools and independent re-
search institutes, he has played a lead-
ing role in building the University Sys-
tem family. Each of its thirteen very
different member campuses determines
its own focus and honors its own tradi-
tions, while at the same time all col-
laborate to offer better opportunities
for higher education to Marylanders of
all backgrounds, talents and persua-
sion.

Behind the formidable intelligence,
zest for hard work, success in academic
administration and distinction as a
scholar that Dr. Langenberg brought to
his position as Chancellor of the Uni-
versity System of Maryland there has
always been a clear and steady vision,
which he himself has most eloquently
described. First, he remarked in a
speech not long ago, ‘‘As a Mid-
westerner, I have always had tremen-
dous admiration for great public uni-
versities because I know that they pro-
vide opportunities that might not oth-
erwise exist.’’ And then, he observed,
‘‘much of his long and distinguished ca-
reer ‘‘has been about creating linkages
and partnerships, between our citizens
and higher education, between and
among campuses, between higher edu-
cation and public schools, and between
higher education and the business com-
munity.’’ For this he offered a compel-
ling and moving explanation: ‘‘as the
only child of deaf parents, I became my
parents’ translator and their link to
the hearing and speak world.’’

Maryland has been deeply fortunate
to have Dr. Donald Langenberg at the

helm of its University System. I want
to express my gratitude for all that he
has accomplished, my congratulations
on his retirement, my delight in the
decision he and his wife have made to
stay in Maryland, and my best wishes
for the years ahead.∑

f

OUTSTANDING VOLUNTEER PER-
FORMANCES BY FLORIDA SEN-
IORS

∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would
like to extend congratulations to a
group of outstanding citizens from
Broward County, FL. Each of these
men and women has given a special gift
to their community—they have given
of themselves. Their volunteer efforts
should be an inspiration to all of us.

On May 3, 2002, these 10 individuals
will be inducted into the Dr. Nan S.
Hutchison Broward Senior Hall of
Fame. These selfless volunteers have
contributed time, talents and love to-
ward their fellow residents of Broward
County. Allow me to tell you about
each of them:

Evelyn Denner helped found the We
Care organization, providing assistance
to the elderly and helping them to re-
main self-sufficient. Her work with
many civic, political, and religious or-
ganizations continues to make
Broward County a treasured place to
live.

Clara Font has volunteered for 12
years at the Horizon Club’s ‘‘Assisted
Living Community.’’ At 101 years of
age, people young and old look to her
service for inspiration. She has con-
tributed time to those suffering from
the debilitating effects of Alzheimer’s
disease, while also assisting friends and
neighbors.

Joan Hinden, a retired teacher, has
provided support to Florida’s youth for
many years. She was appointed to the
Family Care Council by Florida’s Gov-
ernor and has worked with the Depart-
ment of Children and Families, aiding
and encouraging people through dif-
ficult times.

George Olferm has donated his time
to many worthy organizations such as
TRIAD, SALT, the Davie Fraternal
Order of Police, and the Area Agency
on Aging of Broward County. As a tal-
ented artist, George has donated
stained glass artwork to help local
charities raise thousands of dollars to
support their ongoing projects. He has
had a tangible impact on people’s lives.

Casey Pollack has worked diligently
to improve the lives of Alzheimer’s pa-
tients. He has established training pro-
grams for care givers and founded the
Crisis Respite Program, helping many
citizens fill a temporary need for Alz-
heimer’s care.

Sidney Spector has served as presi-
dent of the Kings Point Culture Club of
Tamarac. His leadership and energy
have provided groups of senior citizens
the opportunity to attend cultural
events which enrich their lives.

William Teague has served as presi-
dent of the South Broward Chapter of

the National Federation for the Blind,
helping to serve over 51,000 visually
challenged individuals. He has edu-
cated drivers to yield to blind pedes-
trians, thereby reducing the number of
individuals involved in traffic acci-
dents.

Former State representative Jack
Tobin has given over a decade of serv-
ice as a legislator. He worked to secure
continuing funding for Alzheimer’s
care and treatment centers, which has
made an indelible impact on the qual-
ity of life for many Floridians. He par-
ticipates on the board of directors for
the Area Agency on Aging after serving
as its president. He has contributed in-
valuable guidance as a Director of both
the YMCA and Child Care Connection,
helping to the continuation of social
service programs for the future.

Dr. Murray Todd’s medical services
have contributed to the health and
well-being of countless Broward Coun-
ty residents, especially those with Alz-
heimer’s. As a teacher, speaker and
volunteer, he has trained others to join
in the fight for a cure for this disease.

Ellyne F. Walters has spent years
serving her church, the city of Fort
Lauderdale, and numerous organiza-
tions. As vice president of the Broward
County Friends of the Library, she has
helped strengthen local libraries and
contributed to the opening of the Afri-
can American Research Library.

These ‘‘volunteers for humanity’’
have served diligently and tirelessly in
their quest to enhance the lives of
their fellow man. Our State and Nation
are fortunate to have such inspiring
senior citizens.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ALEX MARION

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, today I show my
support for Alex Marion for his heroic
efforts at the McIntyre Ski Area. He,
along with Shawn Page, Adam Ander-
son, and Andrew Emanuel, helped to
save the life of a fellow skier.

While enjoying a day of recreation at
the ski slope, he noticed a child hang-
ing from the seat of a chairlift. The
skiers formed a human net to catch the
boy when he fell. Alex helped save the
boy and prevent any serious injuries.

I commend this heroic act of Alex
Marion. He helped to save the life of a
fellow citizen and brought comfort to a
worried family. As long as we have
such dedicated citizens our nation will
continue to be strong. Alex exemplifies
the ideals of a Granite Stater and I am
honored to represent him in the U.S.
Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO CODI VACHON

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Codi Vachon of Manchester, NH. Her
heroic actions saved the life of a
drowning boy.

While life guarding she noticed
twelve-year old Julio Velez at the bot-
tom of the pool. Codi later learned that
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Julio had experienced a seizure and by
acting quickly she was able to bring
the boy to safety.

Codi Vachon is to be commended for
her selfless actions. As long as we have
such dedicated citizens, our nation will
continue to be strong. Codi exemplifies
the ideals of a Granite Stater. It is an
honor and privilege to represent her in
the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ANTHONY TRIPARI

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Anthony Tripari of Merrimac, MA. His
heroic actions saved the lives of nu-
merous Farmington, NH residents, in-
cluding the life of a helpless baby. He
put his own life on the line to rescue
others from a burning building.

In August of 2001, Anthony was on his
way to a fishing trip with his friend
Derek Vitale, when they noticed smoke
from a burning apartment building. It
was about three o’clock in the morning
so Derek honked the horn of his car in
an attempt to wake the residents of
the building to alert them to the fire.

I commend the altruistic acts of An-
thony Tripair. It takes true courage to
put somebody else’s life above one’s
own. I am confident that as long as we
have people like Anthony, our nation
will continue to be strong. It is an
honor and a privilege to represent you
in the U.S. Senate. ∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH ‘‘BOO’’
MURRAY

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support to
Elizabeth ‘‘Boo’’ Murray of Danville,
NH. Her heroic efforts saved the life of
an elderly neighbor.

Walking through her Danville neigh-
borhood one day in June, Elizabeth no-
ticed flames and smoke coming from
her neighbor’s house. Realizing that
the elderly woman was likely to be
still inside, Elizabeth raced in to save
her. She found her in the home and re-
moved her from danger. Although her
neighbor later died of injuries she sus-
tained, Elizabeth put her life in the
foreground to rescue the life of an-
other.

I commend you Boo for your commit-
ment to life. You are an example of
heroism to New Hampshire residents
and the nation alike. I am honored to
represent you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR MOREAU

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Arthur Moreau of Manchester. Arthur,
with the assistance of his friends Russ
Lauriat and Russ VanderHorst, rescued
the life of 28-year-old Scott Derendal.

The three friends came upon a
wrecked, burning vehicle while driving
through Wear last July. Feeling a civic
duty to aid a fellow person in need, Ar-
thur, Russ and Russ raced to rescue the

individual trapped in the car. They
managed to save the life of Scott.

I commend you Arthur for the self-
less act of kindness you imparted on an
unknown individual. You gave of your-
self without a second thought as to
how it might affect your life. It is an
honor to represent you in the U.S. Sen-
ate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO RUSS VANDERHORST

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Russ VanderHorst of Goffstown. Russ,
with the assistance of his friends Russ
Lauriat and Arthur Moreau, rescued
the life of 28-year-old Scott Derendal.

The three friends came upon a
wrecked, burning vehicle while driving
through Wear last July. Feeling a civic
duty to aid a fellow person in need, Ar-
thur, Russ and Russ raced to rescue the
individual trapped in the car. They
managed to save the life of Scott.

I commend you Russ for the selfless
act of kindness you imparted on an un-
known individual. You gave of yourself
without a second thought as to how it
might affect your life. It is an honor to
represent you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO SHAWN PAGE

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise today to show my sup-
port for Shawn Page for his heroic ef-
forts at the McIntyre Ski Area. He,
along with Adam Anderson, Alex Mar-
ion, and Andrew Emanuel, helped to
save the life of a fellow skier.

While enjoying a day of recreation at
the ski slope, Shawn noticed a child
hanging from the seat of a chairlift.
The skiers formed a human net to
catch the boy when he fell. Shawn
helped save the boy and prevent any se-
rious injuries.

I commend this heroic act of Shawn
Page. He helped to save the life of a fel-
low citizen and brought comfort to a
worried family. As long as we have
such dedicated citizens our nation will
continue to be strong. Shawn exempli-
fies the ideals of a Granite Stater. I am
honored to represent him in the U.S.
Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO EDWARD ROY

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise today to show my sup-
port for Edward Roy of Manchester,
NH. His heroic actions saved the lives
of numerous residents sleeping inside
their multi-story apartment building.
He put his own life on the line to pre-
serve the lives of others.

On a December morning in 2001, the
off-duty firefighter was driving home
from work when he noticed smoke in
the distance. He raced to the site and
found a burning apartment building. In
an attempt to awaken and evacuate
the residents, he knocked on all the
doors of the building. In the process of
knocking on residents doors, his coat

caught on fire, but Edward continued
to rescue people. Edward met the arriv-
ing fire fighters and helped them extin-
guish the fire.

Firefighters, like Edward, work val-
orously everyday. Every time they re-
spond to a call for help, they are put-
ting their own lives in jeopardy to help
the community in crisis. Firefighters
are among our country’s bravest he-
roes, and I applaud Edward for his dedi-
cation to keep New Hampshire safe.

I commend the altruistic act of Ed-
ward Roy. It takes true courage and
honor to put other’s lives above one’s
own. I am confident that as long as we
have people like Edward, our nation
will continue to be strong. New Hamp-
shire is proud to have such dedicated
citizens. It is truly an honor to rep-
resent Edward Roy in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO DUSTIN SHERWOOD
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Dustin Sherwood of Barnstead. Dustin,
along with his two friends John Lank
and Nick Poulin, saved the life of a dis-
tressed boater.

While boating on Suncook Lake in
July, the three boys noticed a boat
that was moving erratically. Upon
closer inspection, they realized the
driver had lost control and had fallen
into the water. Skillfully the three re-
gained control of the boat and dragged
the Vermont teen to safety.

I commend you Dustin for your self-
less act of heroism. You gave of your-
self to help another in need. There is
no greater gift. It is an honor to rep-
resent you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO JOHN HORAN
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I pay tribute to John
Horan of Nashua, NH, for risking his
life to save the life of a motorist
trapped in a crashed vehicle.

In August of 2001, John was driving
with his friend Nathan Langlais when
they came across a vehicle that had
plunged through a guardrail and down
a hill. John and Nathan, without re-
gard for their own lives, raced to the
aid of the trapped motorist.

They discovered a smoking car and a
semi-conscious driver. The men at-
tempted to extract the driver from the
vehicle but were unsuccessful in their
first attempt. Loud noises began com-
ing from the gasoline tank and the
back of the car began to ignite. With
little time to spare, the men rescued
the driver from the passenger’s side of
the vehicle.

I commend John Horan for his brav-
ery. His selfless act saved the lives of a
fellow citizen, and set a positive exam-
ple for the people of the Granite State.
I am confident that as long as there are
Americans like John Horan who are
willing to put the well-being of others
before themselves, our Nation will con-
tinue to be strong. It is truly an honor
and a privilege to represent you in the
U.S. Senate.∑



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2945April 18, 2002
TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT CASINO

CLOGSTON

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Lieutenant Casino Clogston of New
Hampshire. His heroic actions brought
comfort to a family and community
who endured a very tragic event.

On an early April morning in 2001,
Casino arrived at the scene of a burn-
ing apartment. After giving commands
to the rest of his crew, he entered the
burning building. Putting his own life
in jeopardy, the Lieutenant searched
for any signs of life. He discovered the
body of a burning man. Holding the
body in one arm, he was able to kick
down the door of the room and escape
safely. After the victim received med-
ical attention, he was pronounced dead.
However, Clogston helped to bring
comfort to the man’s family and
friends.

Firefighters, including Firefighter
Clogston, work valorously everyday.
Every time they respond to a call for
help, they are putting their own lives
on the line. In this instance, Casino
truly did go above and beyond the call
of duty in order to recover the body of
a fellow citizen. Firefighters are some
of our country’s bravest heroes, and I
applaud Clogston for his efforts to keep
New Hampshire safe.

I commend the altruistic acts of
Lieutenant Casino Clogston. It takes
true courage to value the lives of oth-
ers above one’s own. I am confident
that as long as we have people like Ca-
sino, our Nation will continue to be
strong. New Hampshire is proud to
have such a dedicated citizen, and it is
truly an honor to represent Casino
Clogston in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO THE PEMBROKE FIRE
DEPARTMENT

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
the Pembroke Fire Department, in-
cluding Deputy Chief Paul Gagnon;
Lieutenants Rob Farley, David
Bouffard and Brian Lemoine; Fire-
fighters Patrick Maccini, Ricky
Bilodeau, Jeff Bokum, Stacy Amyot,
Josh Ginn, Mike Perron, Steve Perron
and Eric Stromvall; and Engineers
Brad Robertson, Chet Martel, Chuck
Schmidt and Steve Ludwick. Their he-
roic actions saved numerous lives and
helped preserve one of New Hamp-
shire’s historical landmarks. They
placed their own lives at risk to pro-
tect and serve the people of New Hamp-
shire.

On an early morning in July of 2001,
the Pembroke Fire Department re-
ceived what appeared to be a routine
call. They learned that a historic Bed
and Breakfast was in flames and
worked tirelessly to extinguish the
flames of the burning building.

Upon learning that guests were
trapped in the residence, the fire-
fighters successfully made several res-
cues. Leading six victims down their

ladders, they brought them to safety.
The firefighters further risked their
lives to perform room-by-room
searches to confirm that everybody
was out of the building safely.

These firefighters work valorously
everyday. Each time they respond to a
call for help, they are putting their
own lives in jeopardy. This is just one
example of the hard work and dedica-
tion of New Hampshire’s firefighters.
By consistently operating above and
beyond the call of duty, these men and
women save the lives of fellow citizens
and bring comfort to the community.

I commend the selfless acts of the
Pembroke Fire Department. It takes
courage to place somebody else’s life
above one’s own. I am confident that as
long as we have firefighters like those
in Pembroke our Nation will continue
to remain protected. New Hampshire is
proud to have such dedicated citizens
and it is an honor to represent you in
the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO CHRISTOPHER SMITH

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Christopher Smith of Seabrook, NH.
His heroic actions, along with the help
of Timothy Dillon, saved the life of a
woman trapped in a burning vehicle.
He put his own life on the line to res-
cue a fellow citizen.

In October of 2001, Christopher was
riding with his mother when he noticed
that a burning car had driven off the
road. Christopher and Timothy raced
to the scene of the accident and discov-
ered an elderly woman trapped in the
burning vehicle. She was pinned in the
vehicle by the deployed air bag and the
crushed dashboard.

Christopher attempted to break the
driver’s side window, while Timothy
broke through the back of the car.
Christopher smashed the window using
a tire iron and then entered through
the front of the car. Putting their own
lives in jeopardy, the two men were
able to pull the woman to safety.

I commend the selfless acts of Chris-
topher Smith. It takes true courage to
put somebody else’s life above one’s
own. I am confident that as long as we
have people like Christopher, our Na-
tion will continue to be strong. New
Hampshire is proud to have such a
dedicated citizen. It is truly an honor
to represent him in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO MELISSA BOGACKI

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I pay tribute to Me-
lissa Bogacki of Chester, NH. Her quick
action and bravery helped save the life
of her drowning brother.

I commend Melissa for immediately
responding to this stressful and dan-
gerous situation. While she was taking
a walk with her siblings, she noticed
that her three-year old brother had
fallen into a swampy area. Responding
immediately, she jumped in to rescue
him. After dragging him to safety Me-

lissa immediately notified her mother
for help.

Melissa’s valorous deed serves as an
example to the people of Chester as
well as the Granite State. She saved
the life of a family member and
brought comfort to her family. I am
confident that as long as we have dedi-
cated citizens like Melissa our Nation
will continue to be strong. It is an
honor to represent you in the U.S. Sen-
ate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO RUSSELL KEAT
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Russell Keat of Grantham, NH. He
helped recover numerous bodies that
had been buried beneath the rubble at
Ground Zero, as well as three American
flags. He put his own life on the line to
bring comfort to a grieving nation.

After the second airline crashed into
the World Trade Center on September
11, 2001, one of the most catastrophic
days in our Nation’s history, Russell
offered his support for the rescue ef-
forts.

Russell specializes in rescue missions
and had previously rescued individuals
from airline crashes, collapsed build-
ings, and caves. However, no other res-
cue meant as much to this patriot as
his work at Ground Zero. He recovered
the bodies of victims and helped with
the clean up effort. Russell also led a
group of five other heroes who uncov-
ered three United States flags. Russell
risked working on unstable structures
and inhaling hazardous materials in
order to perform his patriotic duty.

I commend the selfless acts of Rus-
sell Keat. It takes true courage and
honor to value one’s Nation above their
own life. I am confident that as long as
we have people like Russell our Nation
will continue to be strong. New Hamp-
shire is proud to have such a dedicated
citizen. It is an honor to represent Rus-
sell Keat in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO JOHN LANK
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
John Lank of Barnstead. John, along
with his two friends Nick Poulin and
Dustin Sherwood, saved the life of a
distressed boater.

While boating on Suncook Lake in
July, the three boys noticed a boat
that was moving erratically. Upon
closer inspection, they realized the
driver had lost control and had fallen
into the water. Skillfully the three re-
gained control of the boat and dragged
the Vermont teen to safety.

I commend you John for your selfless
act of heroism. You gave of yourself to
help another in need. There is no great-
er gift. It is an honor to represent you
in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO KATHLEEN MOORE
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I pay tribute to Kath-
leen Moore of Goffstown, NH. Her he-
roic actions, along with the help of
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Henry Gerlack Jr., saved the life of a
man trapped inside a burning vehicle.

In April of 2001, Kathleen was driving
down a local highway when she came
to the aid of a motorist trapped inside
a burning vehicle. She, and nearby resi-
dent Henry Gerlack, heard cries for
help coming from the vehicle. The two
found 34-year-old Mark Renaud wedged
between a crushed steering wheel and
the dashboard. Kathleen and Henry,
putting their own lives in jeopardy,
pulled the man out of the car through
the driver’s side window. The car ex-
ploded moments after they pulled
Mark to safety.

I commend the bravery and heroism
of Kathleen Moore. It takes true cour-
age to place somebody else’s life above
your own. I am confident that as long
as we have people like Kathleen, our
State and Nation will continue to be
strong. New Hampshire is proud to
have such a dedicated citizen. It is
truly an honor to represent you in the
U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ANDREW EMANUEL

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support to
Andrew Emanuel for his heroic efforts
at the McIntyre Ski Area. He, along
with Shawn Page, Alex Marion and
Adam Anderson, helped to save the life
of a fellow skier.

Last winter, while enjoying a day of
recreation at the ski slope, he noticed
a child hanging from the seat of a
chairlift. The skiers formed a human
net to catch the dangling boy. When
the boy fell, they saved his life and pre-
vented him from sustaining any serious
injuries.

I commend this heroic act of Andrew
Emanuel. He helped to save the life of
a fellow citizen and brought comfort to
a worried family. I feel that as long as
we have such dedicated citizens, our
Nation will continue to be strong. An-
drew exemplifies the ideals of a Gran-
ite Stater and I am honored to rep-
resent him in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO HENRY GERLACK

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I show my support for Henry
Gerlack Jr. of Barnstead, NH. His he-
roic actions, along with the help of
Kathleen Moore, saved the life of a
man trapped inside a burning vehicle.
Henry put his life on the line to pre-
serve the life of another.

In April of 2001, Henry Gerlack no-
ticed a burning vehicle on the side of
the road. He heard cries for help and
raced to the burning vehicle to find a
34 year-old man wedged between the
crushed steering wheel and dashboard.
Henry and Kathleen pulled the man out
of the car moments before it exploded.

I commend the altruistic acts of
Henry Gerlack, Jr. It takes true cour-
age to put somebody else’s life above
one’s own. I am confident that as long
as we have people like Henry, our Na-
tion will continue to be strong. New

Hampshire is proud to have such a
dedicated citizen and it is an honor to
represent him in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO NICK POULIN

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Nick Poulin of Manchester. Nick, along
with his two friends John Lank and
Dustin Sherwood, saved the life of a
distressed boater.

While boating on Suncook Lake in
July, the three boys noticed a boat
that was moving erratically. Upon
closer inspection, they realized the
driver had lost control and had fallen
into the water. Skillfully the three re-
gained control of the boat and dragged
the Vermont teen to safety.

I commend you Nick for your selfless
act of heroism. You gave of yourself to
help another in need. There is no great-
er gift. It is an honor to represent you
in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO JACK LEE

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Jack Lee for his heroic efforts in pull-
ing a semi-conscious teenager to safe-
ty. He went above and beyond the call
of duty to reach out to another in need.

Mr. Lee came upon a burning vehicle
in Auburn, NH. Noticing a young indi-
vidual was trapped inside, he began to
try and free her from the burning
wreck. Though not successful at his
first few attempts to save the girl from
the car, Mr. Lee did not give up. He fi-
nally pulled her to safety.

Not only do Jack’s actions serve as
an exemplary commitment to human
life, they also highlight a selflessness
we all should strive for. I commend
Jack for being a hero to his community
and nation. It is an honor to represent
you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO THE HOOKSETT FIRE
DEPARTMENT

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
the Hooksett Fire Department, includ-
ing Chief Michael Howard, Lieutenant
David Carignan, Firefighter Bill Palm-
er and Firefighter Steve Davis. Their
heroic actions saved numerous lives,
and preserved one of New Hampshire’s
historical landmarks. They worked
without regard for their own safety to
preserve a treasure to the community.

On an early morning in July of 2001,
the Hooksett Fire Department received
a call that a historic bed and breakfast
was on fire. The company worked tire-
lessly to save the burning building.

Upon learning that guests were
trapped in the residence, the fire-
fighters successfully made several res-
cues. Leading six victims down their
ladders, they brought them to safety.
The firefighters further risked their
lives to perform room-by-room
searches and confirm that everybody
rescued.

These firefighters work valorously
everyday. Each time they respond to a
call for help, they are putting their
own lives in jeopardy. This is just one
example of the hard work and dedica-
tion of New Hampshire’s firefighters.
By consistently operating above and
beyond the call of duty, these men and
women save the lives of fellow citizens
and bring comfort to the community.
Firefighters are among are country’s
bravest heroes, and this company has
served the State of New Hampshire for
many years.

I commend the altruistic acts of the
Hooksett Fire Department. It takes
courage to place somebody else’s life
above your own. I am confident that as
long as we have firefighters such as the
men of the Hooksett Fire Department,
our Nation will continue to be pro-
tected. New Hampshire is proud to
have such dedicated citizens. It is an
honor to represent you in the U.S. Sen-
ate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO KEVIN HEALY
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I pay tribute to Kevin
Healy, a firefighter in the city of Man-
chester, NH. His heroic actions saved
the lives of numerous residents caught
inside an apartment building.

On a February 2001 morning, the off-
duty firefighter was driving home from
work when he noticed smoke in the dis-
tance. He found a burning apartment
building which he immediately entered
in search of victims. He could hear peo-
ple coughing and used their sounds to
locate burning victims. He successfully
brought two people to safety and re-
turned to the burning building to
check for trapped victims. During the
rescue Kevin suffered burns and res-
piratory injuries.

Firefighters, like Kevin, work valor-
ously everyday. Each time they re-
spond to a call for help, they are risk-
ing their own lives. Kevin went above
and beyond the call of duty in order to
save fellow citizens and bring comfort
to his community. Firefighters are
some of our country’s bravest heroes,
and I applaud Kevin’s efforts to keep
the citizens of New Hampshire safe.

I commend Kevin Healy’s bravery
and applaud his dedication to public
service. It exemplifies true courage and
honor to put other’s lives above your
own. I am confident that as long as we
have people like Kevin, our State and
Nation will continue to be strong. New
Hampshire is proud to have such exem-
plary citizens and it is an honor to rep-
resent you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO JEFFREY MORSE
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Jeffrey Morse of New Hampshire. His
heroic actions, combined with help
from Paul Gagne, saved a woman and
numerous animals. He put his life on
the line to rescue others from a house.

In September of 2001, the two tele-
phone technicians were working on a
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cable problem when they noticed
smoke coming from a nearby house.
They raced to the scene of the fire.
Paul hurried to call the emergency res-
cue services, while Jeffrey used a gar-
den hose to prevent the flames from
spreading. Jeffrey then noticed a sign
indicating that live animals were liv-
ing in the house, so he kicked down the
door to the building and retrieved a
cat.

After the animal was brought to safe-
ty, the two men heard screams. Paul
and Jeffrey entered the burning build-
ing and worked their way through the
thick smoke to find a choking woman.
The two men picked her up and carried
her to safety. They returned for a final
trip to ensure they had rescued every-
one.

I commend the selfless acts of Jeffrey
Morse. It takes true courage to put
somebody else’s life above one’s own. I
am confident that as long as we have
people like Jeffrey, our Nation will
continue to be strong. New Hampshire
is proud to have such a dedicated cit-
izen. It is an honor to represent Jeffrey
Morse in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO RUSS LAURIAT

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Russ Lauriat of Goffstown. Russ, with
the assistance of his friends Arthur
Moreau and Russ VanderHorst, rescued
the life of 28-year-old Scott Derendal.

The three friends came upon a
wrecked, burning vehicle while driving
through Wear last July. Feeling a civic
duty to aid a fellow person in need, Ar-
thur, Russ and Russ raced to rescue the
individual trapped in the car. They
managed to save the life of Scott.

I commend you Russ for the selfless
act of kindness you imparted on an un-
known individual. You gave of yourself
without a second thought as to how it
might affect your life. It is an honor to
represent you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO PAUL GAGNE

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Paul Gagne of New Hampshire. His he-
roic actions, combined with help from
Jeffrey Morse, saved a woman and nu-
merous animals. He put his life on the
line to rescue others from a burning
house.

In September of 2001, the two tele-
phone technicians were working on a
cable problem when they noticed
smoke coming from a nearby house.
They raced to the scene of the fire.
Paul hurried to call the emergency res-
cue services, while Jeffrey used a gar-
den hose to prevent the flames from
spreading. Jeffrey then noticed a sign
indicating that live animals were liv-
ing in the house, so he kicked down the
door to the building and retrieved a
cat.

After the animal was brought to safe-
ty, the two men heard screams. Paul
and Jeffrey entered the burning build-

ing and worked their way through the
thick smoke to find a choking woman.
The two men picked her up and carried
her to safety. They returned for a final
trip to ensure everyone had been res-
cued.

I commend the acts of Paul Gagne. It
takes true courage and honor to put
somebody else’s life above one’s own. I
am confident that as long as we have
people like Paul, our Nation will con-
tinue to be strong. New Hampshire is
proud to have such a dedicated citizen.
It is an honor to represent Paul Gagne
in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO RAY SUMMERS

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Ray Summers of Manchester, NH. His
heroic actions and dedication to his
country saved two fellow citizens and
helped to discover numerous bodies
that were buried beneath the rubble at
Ground Zero. He put his own life on the
line to bring comfort to a Nation.

Ray was interning at Shea Stadium
when the World Trade Center Buildings
collapsed on September 11, 2001, one of
the most catastrophic days in our Na-
tion’s history. As a trained EMT, Ray
answered a call from the New York
City emergency authorities who des-
perately needed his support at Ground
Zero. He was escorted to the scene,
given rescue equipment, and imme-
diately began to search for victims.

Ray searched for survivors and
cleaned up rubble for about 72 hours,
taking little time to rest or eat. He en-
countered several near death experi-
ences, including nearly being crushed
by the collapsing Liberty Plaza Build-
ing. He and another rescuer found two
Port Authority officers still alive.
They uncovered the two officers and
carried them to safety.

I commend the selfless acts of Ray
Summers. It takes true courage and
honor to put somebody else’s life and
their country above one’s own life. I
am confident that as long as we have
people like Ray Summers, our Nation
will continue to be strong. New Hamp-
shire is proud to have such a dedicated
citizen. It is an honor to represent him
in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO ADAM ANDERSON

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support to
Adam Anderson for his heroic efforts at
the McIntyre Ski Area. He, along with
Shawn Page, Alex Marion, and Andrew
Emanuel, helped to save the life of a
fellow skier.

While enjoying a day of recreation at
a ski slope, Adam noticed a child hang-
ing from the seat of a chairlift. The
skiers formed a human net to catch the
boy. When the boy fell, Adam and his
friends were able to save his life and
prevent him from sustaining any seri-
ous injuries.

I commend this heroic act of Adam
Anderson. He helped to save the life of

a fellow citizen and brought comfort to
a worried family. I feel that as long as
we have such dedicated citizens our Na-
tion will continue to be strong. Adam
exemplifies the ideals of a Granite
Stater and I am honored to represent
him in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO CAPTAIN TOM
BUINICKY

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Captain Tom Buinicky of the Clare-
mont Fire Department. His heroic ac-
tions, along with the efforts of Fire-
fighter Amos Chamberlain, helped to
save the lives of several families
caught inside a burning apartment
building. Amos puts his life on the line
everyday for the sake of others.

In January of 2001, the two men re-
sponded to what seemed to be a routine
call. They were two of the first fire-
fighters on the scene and they discov-
ered a three-alarm fire. Witnesses told
them of an infant trapped on the third
floor of the building, so the men
searched for the baby. The baby had al-
ready been brought to safety, but the
men continued to make sure that the
entire building had been vacated.

Firefighters Buinicky and Chamber-
lain work valorously everyday. Each
time they respond to a call for help,
they are putting their own lives in
jeopardy. This is just one example of
how they went above and beyond the
call of duty in order to save the lives of
fellow citizens and bring comfort to the
community. Firefighters are among
some of this Nation’s bravest heroes,
and I applaud them for their work to
keep New Hampshire safe.

I commend the altruistic acts of Cap-
tain Buinicky. It takes true courage to
put other’s lives above one’s own. I am
confident that as long as we have peo-
ple like Tom our Nation will continue
to be strong. New Hampshire is proud
to have such a dedicated citizen and it
is truly an honor to represent Captain
Tom Buinicky in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO TIMOTHY DILLON

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Timothy Dillon of Hampton Falls, NH.
His heroic actions, along with those of
Christopher Smith, saved the life of a
woman trapped in a burning vehicle.
He put his own life on the line to res-
cue a fellow citizen.

In October of 2001, Timothy noticed a
burning car that had fallen down an
embankment. Timothy and Chris-
topher raced to the scene of the acci-
dent and discovered an elderly woman
trapped in the burning vehicle. She was
pinned in the vehicle by the deployed
air bag and the crushed dashboard.

Christopher attempted to break the
driver’s side window, while Timothy
broke through the back of the car.
Christopher smashed the window using
a tire iron and he entered through the
front of the car. Putting their own
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lives in jeopardy, the two men were
able to pull the woman to safety.

I commend the selfless act of Tim-
othy Dillon. It takes true courage to
put somebody else’s life above one’s
own. I am confident that as long as we
have people like Timothy, our Nation
will continue to be strong. New Hamp-
shire is proud to have such a dedicated
citizen. It is truly an honor and privi-
lege to represent Timothy Dillon in the
U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO FIREFIGHTER AMOS
CHAMBERLAIN

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I show my support for
Firefighter Amos ‘‘Buzz’’ Chamberlain
of the Claremont Fire Department. His
heroic actions, along with the efforts of
Captain Tom Buinicky, helped to save
the lives of several families caught in-
side a burning apartment building.
Buzz puts his life on the line each day
for the sake of others.

In January of 2001, the two men re-
sponded to what seemed to be a routine
call. They were two of the first fire-
fighters on the scene and discovered a
three-alarm fire. Witnesses told them
of an infant trapped on the third floor
of the building and they searched for
the baby. The baby had already been
brought to safety, but the men contin-
ued to make sure that the entire build-
ing had been vacated.

Firefighters Chamberlain and
Buinicky work valorously everyday.
Each time they respond to a call for
help, they are putting their own lives
in jeopardy. This is just one example of
how they went above and beyond the
call of duty in order to save the lives of
fellow citizens and bring comfort to the
community. Firefighters are among
some of this Nation’s bravest heroes,
and I applaud them for their work to
keep New Hampshire safe.

I commend the altruistic acts of
Amos Chamberlain. It takes true cour-
age and honor to put others’ lives
above one’s own. I am confident that as
long as we have people like Buzz, our
Nation will continue to be strong. New
Hampshire is proud to have such a
dedicated citizen and it is truly an
honor to represent him in the U.S. Sen-
ate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO FRED AND JOYCE
CORSER

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, today I pay tribute to Fred
and Joyce Corser of Concord, NH, for
their heroic act of rescuing two young
passengers from a vehicle on the verge
of exploding.

In August of 2001, an automobile ac-
cident occurred outside of the Corser’s
home. Fred immediately rushed to as-
sist the two passengers trapped inside
the vehicle, while Joyce contacted res-
cue personnel and then joined her hus-
band. Together, they risked their lives
to remove the backseat passenger from
the vehicle, who had sustained a com-
pound leg fracture during the accident.

Moments before the vehicle exploded,
Fred and Joyce put their lives in jeop-
ardy once again and pulled out the sec-
ond passenger. As they were carrying
him to safety, the car burst into
flames. Fred Corser quickly found a
piece of plywood and used it to shield
the victim from the explosion.

I commend Fred and Joyce Corser for
their altruistic acts. Their selfless
deeds saved the lives of two fellow citi-
zens. I feel confident that as long as
there are Americans like Fred and
Joyce Corser, who are willing to put
the well-being of others before them-
selves, our Nation will continue to be
strong. It is truly an honor and a privi-
lege to represent them in the U.S. Sen-
ate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO DEREK VITALE

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, today I show my
support for Derek Vitale of Chester,
NH. His heroic actions saved the lives
of numerous Farmington, NH resi-
dents, including the life of a helpless
baby. He put his own life on the line to
rescue others from a burning building.

In August of 2001, Derek was on his
way to a fishing trip with his friend
Anthony Tripari, when they noticed
smoke from a burning apartment build-
ing. It was about three o’clock in the
morning, so Derek honked the horn of
his car in an attempt to wake up all
the residents in the building and alert
them to the fire.

As the residents vacated, it was re-
ported that a baby was trapped on the
second floor. Derek sprinted into the
flaming building, covering his mouth
with only the collar of his shirt and
found the baby. Derek carried the baby
to safety and simultaneously knocked
on the doors of every apartment to
make sure the building was vacated.

I commend the altruistic acts of
Derek Vitale. It take true courage to
put somebody else’s life above one’s
own. I am confident that as long as we
have people like Derek Vitale, our Na-
tion will continue to be strong. New
Hampshire is proud to have such a
dedicated citizen. It is an honor to rep-
resent him in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO THE ALLENSTOWN
FIRE DEPARTMENT

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, today I show my
support for the Allenstown Fire De-
partment, including Captain Dan Silva,
Lieutenant Scott Eaton, as well as
Firefighters Edward Higgins, Lee Che-
ney, Mark Jacobs, Ray Sevigny and
Keith Lambert. Their heroic actions
saved the lives of numerous hotel
guests and preserved one of New Hamp-
shire’s historical landmarks. The men
of the Allenstown Fire Department
risked their lives, as they do everyday,
to protect and serve.

On an early morning in July of 2001,
the Allenstown Fire Department re-
ceived a call that a historic bed and

breakfast was in flames. The company
worked tirelessly to extinguish the
fire.

Upon learning that guests were
trapped in the residence, the fire-
fighters successfully made several res-
cues. Leading six victims down their
ladders, they brought them to safety.
The firefighters further risked their
lives to perform room-by-room
searches to confirm that everybody
was out of the building safely.

These firefighters work valorously
everyday. Each time they respond to a
call for help, they are putting their
own lives in jeopardy. This is just one
example of the hard work and dedica-
tion of New Hampshire’s firefighters.
By consistently operating above and
beyond the call of duty, these men and
women save the lives of fellow citizens
and bring comfort to the community.
Firefighters are among our country’s
bravest heroes, and this company has
been serving the State of New Hamp-
shire for many years.

I commend the altruistic acts of the
Allenstown Fire Department. It takes
courage to place somebody else’s life
above one’s own. I am confident that as
long as we have firefighters like those
of Allenstown our Nation will continue
to remain protected. New Hampshire is
proud to have such dedicated citizens,
and it is an honor to represent you in
the U.S. Senate.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO NATHAN LANGLAIS
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire.
Madam President, today I pay tribute
to Nathan Langlais of Nashua, NH, for
risking his safety to save the life of a
fellow motorist trapped in a crashed
vehicle.

In August of 2001, Nathan and his
friend John Horan, noticed a vehicle
that had plunged through the guardrail
and down a hill on the side of Daniel
Webster Highway. The men imme-
diately, and without regard for per-
sonal safety, came to the aid of the
car’s driver.

They discovered a semi-conscious
driver in the smoking car. The men at-
tempted to extract the driver from the
vehicle but were unsuccessful in their
first attempt. Loud noises came from
the gasoline tank and the back of the
car began to ignite. With little time to
spare, the men rescued the driver from
the passenger’s side of the vehicle.

I commend Nathan Langlais for his
bravery and heroism. His selflessness
saved the life of a fellow citizen, and
set a positive example for the people of
the State of New Hampshire. I am con-
fident that as long as there are Ameri-
cans like Nathan Langlais, our Nation
will continue to be strong. It is truly
an honor and a privilege to represent
you in the U.S. Senate.∑

f

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
At 3:23 p.m., a message from the

House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to
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the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 586) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that
the exclusion from gross income for
foster care payments shall also apply
to payments by qualified placement
agencies, and for other purposes, with
amendments in which it requests con-
currence of the Senate.

f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–6523. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Veterans’ Affairs, transmitting, a
draft of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘De-
partment of Veterans’ Affairs Reorganiza-
tion Act of 2002’’; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

EC–6524. A communication from the Chair-
man and Vice Chairman of the Federal Elec-
tion Commission, transmitting, a report rel-
ative to emergency Fiscal Year 2002 supple-
mental appropriations associated with the
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

EC–6525. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report on
Agency Drug-Free Workplace Plans; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

EC–6526. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Fenhexmid; Pesticide Tolerance’’
(FRL6829–9) received on April 16, 2002; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC–6527. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Fuazinam; Pesticide Tolerance’’
(FRL6831–8) received on April 16, 2002; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC–6528. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Sodium Starch Glycolate; Exemption
from the Requirement of a Tolerance’’
(FRL6833–9) received on April 16, 2002; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC–6529. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting, a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and Toxic
Substances Control Act; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC–6530. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Hazard Mitiga-
tion Planning and Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program’’ (RIN3067–AD22) received on April
12, 2002; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC–6531. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; New Hamp-
shire; Post-1996 Rate of Progress Plans’’
(FRL7171–9) received on April 16, 2002.; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–6532. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans and Designation of Areas
for Air Quality Planning Purposes; State of
New York’’ (FRL7172–6) received on April 16,
2002; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC–6533. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans Georgia: Approval of Revi-
sions to State Implementation Plan’’
(FRL7172–7) received on April 16, 2002; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–6534. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Report on
Abnormal Occurrences for Fiscal Year 2001;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC–6535. A communication from the Trial
Attorney, Federal Railroad Administration,
Department of Transportation, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Passenger Equipment Safety Standards’’
(RIN2130–AB48) received on April 16, 2002; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–6536. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Bombardier Model CL 600 2C10 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0181)) received
on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6537. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
BAE Systems Limited Model BAe 146 Series
Airplanes; and Model Avro 146–RJ Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0180)) received
on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6538. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing Model 747 Series Airplanes’’
((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0182)) received on April
16, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–6539. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airspace Actions Modifica-
tion of Class E Airspace, Brainerd, MN’’
((RIN2120–AA66)(2002–0059)) received on April
16, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–6540. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airspace Actions Modifica-
tion of Class E Airspace; Frankfort, MI’’
((RIN2120–AA66)(2002–0060)) received on April
16, 2002; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–6541. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Dassault Model Mystere-Falcon 50 Series
Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0191)) re-
ceived on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6542. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
McDonnell Douglas Model MD–90–30 Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0192)) received
on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6543. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airspace Actions Modifica-
tion of Class D Airspace, Modification of
Class E Airspace; Rockford, IL’’ ((RIN2120–
AA66)(2002–0058)) received on April 16, 2002; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–6544. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Various Transport Category Airplanes
Equipped With Air Traffic Control (ATC)
Transponders Manufactured by Rockwell
Collins Inc.’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0188)) re-
ceived on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6545. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Boeing Model 737–100, 200, 200C, 300, 400, and
500 Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–
0189)) received on April 16, 2002; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC–6546. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
McDonnell Douglas Model MD–90–30 Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0190)) received
on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6547. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Request for Comments Boeing Model 767–300
Airplanes that have been modified in accord-
ance with Supplemental Type Certificate
STC00973WI–D’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0185))
received on April 16, 2002; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6548. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
SOCATA—Group AEROSPATIALE Models
MS 892A–150, MS 892E–150, MS 893A, MS 894A,
MS 894E, Rallye 150T, and Rallye 150ST Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0186)) received
on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6549. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Rockwell Collins, Inc. TDR–94 and TDR–94D
Model S Transponders’’ ((RIN2120–
AA64)(2002–0187)) received on April 16, 2002; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–6550. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Cessna Aircraft Company P206, TP206, U206,
207, T207, 210, P210, and T210 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0194)) received
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on April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6551. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
McDonnell Douglas Model DC–10–10, 10F, 15,
30, 30F KC–10A and KDC–10, 40, and 40F Se-
ries Airplanes and Model MD–10–10F and MD–
10–30F Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–
AA64)(2002–0184)) received on April 16, 2002; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–6552. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Models P–12 and PC–12/
45’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2002–0195)) received on
April 16, 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–6553. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives:
Request for Comments Boeing Model 777–200
and 300 Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–
AA64)(2002–0183)) received on April 16, 2002; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment and with
a preamble:

H. Con. Res. 243: A concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should
be presented to the public safety officers who
have perished and select other public safety
officers who deserve special recognition for
outstanding valor above and beyond the call
of duty in the aftermath of the terrorist at-
tacks in the United States on September 11,
2001.

S. Con. Res. 66: A concurrent resolution to
express the sense of the Congress that the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should
be awarded to public safety officers killed in
the line of duty in the aftermath of the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 75: A concurrent resolution to
express the sense of the Congress that the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should
be presented to public safety officers killed
or seriously injured as a result of the ter-
rorist attacks perpetrated against the
United States on September 11, 2001, and to
those who participated in the search, rescue
and recovery efforts in the aftermath of
those attacks.

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Jeffrey R. Howard, of New Hampshire, to
be United States Circuit Judge for the First
Circuit.

Debra W. Yang, of California, to be United
States Attorney for the Central District of
California for a term of four years.

Frank DeArmon Whitney, of North Caro-
lina, to be United States Attorney for the
Eastern District of North Carolina for a term
of four years.

Percy Anderson, of California, to be United
States District Judge for the Central Dis-
trict of California.

Joan E. Lancaster, of Minnesota, to be
United States District Judge for the District
of Minnesota.

Michael M. Baylson, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania.

Cynthia M. Rufe, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania.

William C. Griesbach, of Wisconsin, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Wisconsin.

John F. Walter, of California, to be United
States District Judge for the Central Dis-
trict of California.

Barry D. Crane, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Director for Supply Reduction, Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy.

Mary Ann Solberg, of Michigan, to be Dep-
uty Director of National Drug Control Pol-
icy.

By Mr. HOLLINGS for the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

*Coast Guard nomination of Vice Adm.
Thad W. Allen.

*Coast Guard nomination of Rear Adm.
Thomas J. Barrett.

*Coast Guard nomination of Rear Adm.
James D. Hull.

*Coast Guard nomination of Rear Adm.
Terry M. Cross.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. SMITH of
Oregon, and Mr. BENNETT):

S. 2194. A bill to hold accountable the Pal-
estine Liberation Organization and the Pal-
estinian Authority, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mrs. CARNAHAN, and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN):

S. 2195. A bill to establish State infrastruc-
ture banks for education; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BENNETT:
S. 2196. A bill to establish the National

Mormon Pioneer Heritage Area in the State
of Utah, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. WYDEN:
S. 2197. A bill to provide for the liquidation

or reliquidation of certain entries of roller
chain; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. SPECTER, and Mr.
SANTORUM):

S. 2198. A bill to establish a commission to
commemorate the sesquicentennial of the
American Civil War, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. CRAIG:
S. 2199. A bill to amend title XIX of the So-

cial Security Act to permit additional States
to enter into long-term care partnerships

under the Medicaid Program in order to pro-
mote the use of long-term care insurance; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr.
GRASSLEY):

S. 2200. A bill to amend the Ineternal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify that the parson-
age allowance exclusion is limited to the fair
rental value of the property; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. NELSON of
Florida, and Mrs. CARNAHAN):

S. 2201. A bill to protect the online privacy
of individuals who use the Internet; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and Mr.
BINGAMAN):

S. 2202. A bill to amend title III of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to increase profes-
sional and public awareness of the link be-
tween periodontal disease in pregnant
women and pre-term, low-birth weight babies
and the maternal transmission of caries; to
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and
Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 2203. A bill to provide grants for mental
health and substance abuse services for
women and children who have been victims
of domestic or sexual violence; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and
Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 2204. To amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to improve treatment for the mental
health and substance abuse needs of women
with histories of trauma, including domestic
and sexual violence; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 2205. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to clarify the entitlement to
disability compensation of women veterans
who have service-connected mastectomies,
to provide permanent authority for coun-
seling and treatment for sexual trauma, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BUNNING:
S. 2206. A bill to make technical correction

with respect to the duty suspension relating
to certain polyamides; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr.
HARKIN, and Mr. GRASSLEY):

S. 2207. A bill to permit an individual to be
treated by a health care practitioner with
any method of medical treatment such indi-
vidual requests, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself and Mr.
BIDEN):

S. 2208. A bill to provide that children’s
sleepwear shall be manufactured in accord-
ance with stricter flammability standards;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 2209. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to provide an additional pro-
gram of service disabled veterans’ insurance
for veterans, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mr. KERRY, Mr. FRIST,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. CHAFEE, and Mr.
DEWINE):

S. 2210. A bill to amend the International
Financial Institutions Act to provide for
modification of the Enhanced Heavily In-
debted Poor Countries (HIPC) Initiative; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
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By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself and

Mr. CLELAND):
S. 2211. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to apply the additional retired
pay percentage for extraordinary heroism to
the computation of the retired pay of en-
listed members of the Armed Forces who are
retired for any reason, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
DASCHLE, and Mr. JOHNSON):

S. 2212. A bill to establish a direct line of
authority for the Office of Trust Reform Im-
plementations and Oversight to oversee the
management and reform of Indian trust
funds and assets under the jurisdiction of the
Department of the Interior, and to advance
tribal management of such funds and assets,
pursuant to the Indian Self-Determinations
Act and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. DAYTON (for himself and Mr.
SESSIONS):

S. 2213. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come certain overseas pay of members of the
Armed Forces of the United States; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mrs.
CLINTON):

S. 2214. A bill to provide compensation and
income tax relief for the individuals who
were victims of the terrorist-related bomb-
ing of the World Trade Center in 1993 on the
same basis as compensation and income tax
relief is provided to victims of the terrorist-
related aircraft crashes on September 11,
2001; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr.
SANTORUM):

S. 2215. A bill to halt Syrian support for
terrorism, end its occupation of Lebanon,
stop its development of weapons of mass de-
struction, cease its illegal importation of
Iraqi oil, and by so doing hold Syria account-
able for its role in the Middle East, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. Res. 246. A resolution demanding the re-

turn of the USS Pueblo to the United States
Navy; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 229

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 229, a bill to amend Fed-
eral banking law to permit the pay-
ment of interest on business checking
accounts in certain circumstances, and
for other purposes.

S. 237

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON,
the name of the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. SMITH) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 237, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal
the 1993 income tax increase on Social
Security benefits.

S. 554

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey

(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 554, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to ex-
pand medicare coverage of certain self-
injected biologicals.

S. 572

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DAYTON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 572, a bill to amend title XIX of
the Social Security Act to extend
modifications to DSH allotments pro-
vided under the Medicare, Medicaid,
and SCHIP Benefits Improvement and
Protection Act of 2000.

S. 677

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL) were added as
cosponsors of S. 677, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal
the required use of certain principal re-
payments on mortgage subsidy bond fi-
nancing to redeem bonds, to modify the
purchase price limitation under mort-
gage subsidy bond rules based on me-
dian family income, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1005

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1005, a bill to provide assistance to mo-
bilize and support United States com-
munities in carrying out community-
based youth development programs
that assure that all youth have access
to programs and services that build the
competencies and character develop-
ment needed to fully prepare the youth
to become adults and effective citizens,
and for other purposes.

S. 1278

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1278, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a
United States independent film and
television production wage credit.

S. 1370

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the name of the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. VOINOVICH) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1370, a bill to reform the
health care liability system.

S. 1449

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1449, a bill to establish the National Of-
fice for Combatting Terrorism.

S. 1549

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. MILLER) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1549, a bill to provide
for increasing the technically trained
workforce in the United States.

S. 1749

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as
a cosponsor of S. 1749, a bill to enhance
the border security of the United
States, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1749, supra.

S. 1785

At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND), the Senator from
Florida (Mr. NELSON), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. CARPER), and the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1785, a bill to
urge the President to establish the
White House Commission on National
Military Appreciation Month, and for
other purposes.

S. 1828

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1828, a bill to amend subchapter III of
chapter 83 and chapter 84 of title 5,
United States Code, to include Federal
prosecutors within the definition of a
law enforcement officer, and for other
purposes.

S. 1981

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1981, a bill to enhance penalties for
fraud in connection with identification
documents that facilitates an act of do-
mestic terrorism.

S. 1990

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) and the Senator from New
York (Mrs. CLINTON) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1990, a bill to establish a
public education awareness program
relating to emergency contraception.

S. 1992

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1992, a bill to amend the
Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 to improve diversification
of plan assets for participants in indi-
vidual account plans, to improve dis-
closure, account access, and account-
ability under individual account plans,
and for other purposes.

S. 2003

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska, the name of the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. CLELAND) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2003, a bill to amend
title 38, United States Code, to clarify
the applicability of the prohibition on
assignment of veterans benefits to
agreements regarding future receipt of
compensation, pension, or dependency
and indemnity compensation, and for
other purposes.

S. 2039

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) and the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) were added as cosponsors of
S. 2039, a bill to expand aviation capac-
ity in the Chicago area.

S. 2046

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SMITH) and the Senator from
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New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2046, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to authorize loan guarantees for rural
health facilities to buy new and repair
existing infrastructure and technology.

S. 2051

At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES), and the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2051, a bill to remove a
condition preventing authority for con-
current receipt of military retired pay
and veterans’ disability compensation
from taking affect, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2078

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2078, a bill to amend section 527 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
eliminate notification and return re-
quirements for State and local polit-
ical committees and candidate com-
mittees and avoid duplicate reporting
by certain State and local political
committees of information required to
be reported and made publicly avail-
able under State law, and for other
purposes.

S. 2134

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from
Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS), the Sen-
ator from Georgia (Mr. MILLER), and
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH)
were added as cosponsors of S. 2134, a
bill to allow American victims of state
sponsored terrorism to receive com-
pensation from blocked assets of those
states.

S. 2179

At the request of Mrs. CARNAHAN, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2179, a bill to authorize the
Attorney General to make grants to
States, local governments, and Indian
tribes to establish permanent tributes
to honor men and women who were
killed or disabled while serving as law
enforcement or public safety officers.

S. RES. 109

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO)
was added as a cosponsor of S. Res. 109,
a resolution designating the second
Sunday in the month of December as
‘‘National Children’s Memorial Day’’
and the last Friday in the month of
April as ‘‘Children’s Memorial Flag
Day.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 3103

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3103 intended to
be proposed to S. 517, a bill to author-
ize funding the Department of Energy
to enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships

for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3136

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from New
York (Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 3136 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 517, a bill to
authorize funding the Department of
Energy to enhance its mission areas
through technology transfer and part-
nerships for fiscal years 2002 through
2006, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3141

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), and the Sen-
ator from Nevada (Mr. REID) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
3141 proposed to S. 517, a bill to author-
ize funding the Department of Energy
to enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and Mr.
BENNETT):

S. 2194. A bill to hold accountable the
Palestine Liberation Organization and
the Palestinian Authority, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
on behalf of the Senator from Cali-
fornia and myself, I offer the Arafat
Accountability Act. This act seeks to
create conditions more conducive to
stopping the senseless violence and
flow of innocent blood in the Middle
East.

The act takes aim at the weakest
link in ongoing efforts to negotiate a
political solution to the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict—PLO Chairman Yasser
Arafat. His leadership has been marked
by repeated failures—failure to force-
fully denounce and terminate the spree
of horrific homicide bombings, failure
to serve as a credible and reliable part-
ner in peace, and failure to fulfill the
aspirations of the Palestinian people
for stability, economic opportunity,
and a viable homeland.

Instead, he has acquiesced to terror
and violence. Documents seized during
recent counterterrorism operations on
the West Bank reveal his personal in-
volvement in financing and supporting
terrorism against Israeli civilians. The
successful interception of a cargo ves-
sel from Iran earlier this year—loaded
with offensive weaponry destined for
the Palestinian Authority—should
have conclusively proven that Chair-
man Arafat was, at best, a balky part-
ner in peace, or, at worst, a foe of any
meaningful reconciliation.

The terrorist attacks against Israel
must come to an end. And they must
end on terms that safeguard the lives

and livelihoods of innocent Israeli and
Palestinian civilians. Much like our
war against the Taliban and al-Qaida
in Afghanistan, Israel is rotting out
terrorist cells and destroying their net-
works.

It is no understatement that the
Israeli military is undertaking its op-
erations with precision and profes-
sionalism that no other army in the re-
gion could exert.

The Arafat Accountability Act will
not frustrate or derail the important
efforts of the administration to secure
a political solution to the ongoing
strife. Rather, it places critical incen-
tives to ensure that Chairman Arafat
and the Palestinian Authority do not
deliver a fatal blow to the prospects for
peace.

Specifically, the act denies a visa to
Arafat and other senior PLO officials
to travel to the United States, down-
grades the PLO’s representative office
here in Washington, restricts the trav-
el of senior PLO officials at the United
Nations, and seizes the assets of the
PLO and the Palestinian Authority and
Arafat in the United States. It also re-
quires the administration to report to
Congress on any acts of terrorism com-
mitted by the PLO or its constituent
elements.

Importantly, the bill provides the
President with flexibility in deter-
mining the sanctions, but it is my ex-
pectation that they would remain in
place until a cease-fire is achieved and
the Tenet plan implemented. These are
the very same short-term goals that
Secretary Powell has been trying to
achieve over the last few days.

We should not forget that in 1993
Arafat himself committed the PLO to
‘‘a peaceful resolution of the conflict,’’
so we are not holding Arafat to any
higher standard than he established for
himself already.

I would offer that Arafat should have
listened more carefully to Secretary
Powell when he said to the Nation and
the world from the McConnell Center
for Political Leadership at the Univer-
sity of Louisville last year that solu-
tions to this conflict ‘‘will not be cre-
ated by teaching hate and division, nor
will they be born amidst violence and
war.’’

I emphasize that it is not my intent
to push this bill to a vote on the Sen-
ate floor at this time. We should give
the President and his advisers more
time to pursue their objectives in the
region.

It is my intent, though, and the in-
tent of the Senator from California, to
send a powerful signal to Chairman
Arafat and the Palestinian Authority
that the Senate will not stand idly by
while they talk peace in English and
practice terror in Arabic.

No progress toward a political solu-
tion to this conflict will be made until
and unless Yasser Arafat forcefully,
clearly, and repeatedly condemns
homicide bombings and other acts of
terrorism against Israel and takes con-
crete measures to restrain Palestinian
extremists.
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The bill we introduce today puts

added pressure on Arafat and the PLO
to be responsible and responsive part-
ners in peace. There is no room for fur-
ther failure on Arafat’s part. He must
either lead his people toward peace or
get out of the way.

Let me close by commending Presi-
dent Bush and his administration for
their superb conduct in the ongoing
war against terrorism. They certainly
have my full support in this endeavor—
be it in the West Bank or in Gaza or,
for that matter, in Iraq.

My colleagues and I are looking for-
ward to hearing from Secretary Powell
when he appears before the Foreign Op-
erations Subcommittee next week.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I thank the Senator from Kentucky for
his work and leadership on this issue.

We are here because we believe any
hope for peace in the Middle East must
begin with the complete renunciation
of terrorism by the Palestinian Libera-
tion Organization and a strong, unwav-
ering commitment to bring such ter-
rorism to an end.

We also believe that only with the
leadership of the United States can
there be a peaceful settlement and res-
olution of issues in the area.

For the past 18 months, as the vio-
lence of the second Intifada has in-
creased, the United States has consist-
ently called upon Yasser Arafat to halt
the terrorism he pledged to end in the
Oslo accords.

Unfortunately, Arafat has incited the
violence and helped financially support
the terrorists.

We now know that one of Arafat’s top
advisers is directly involved in financ-
ing the illegal weapons purchases and
terror activities of the Al Aqsa Bri-
gade.

We now know, according to docu-
ments seized by the Israeli Defense
Forces, that Arafat was directly in-
volved in efforts to illegally smuggle
more than 50 tons of arms into Israel
from Iran a few months ago.

We now know that Arafat has failed
to confiscate weapons of terrorist sus-
pects.

We know he has failed to arrest and
hold suspected terrorists and is har-
boring suspects in the assassination of
an Israeli Cabinet official in his own
headquarters in Ramallah.

In fact, much of the terrorism ema-
nates from the heart of the PLO, car-
ried out by the Al Aqsa Martyrs Bri-
gade, composed of members of Arafat’s
own Fatah faction.

Since the beginning of the year, 209
people have been murdered and more
than 1,500 injured in these suicide
bombings. These are children, women,
men—innocent civilians.

The Al Aqsa Martyrs Brigade claimed
credit for numerous of these attacks,
including on March 31, central Jeru-
salem, killing 3 people; March 3, killing
10 people in west Jerusalem; and Janu-
ary 31, when the first female bomber
killed an elderly Israeli.

A document seized by the Israel De-
fense Forces in Ramallah, signed by

Arafat himself, approves funding for
the Al Aqsa Brigades.

On February 3, Arafat wrote a New
York Times op-ed opposing violence
against Israel. Yet he declared a few
days later, in Ramallah, that ‘‘we will
make the lives of the infidels Hell’’ and
led a chant of ‘‘A million martyrs
marching to Jerusalem!’’

And this past week, while Arafat
spoke out against terrorism, his wife,
in Paris, said she would be proud if she
had a son who became a suicide bomb-
er.

I believe, sincerely, that this is not a
leader who wants peace for his people.
In fact, I believe the suicide bombings
have been precisely calculated to de-
stroy any chance for peace.

If these suicide bombers cannot be
stopped, the situation is going to con-
tinue to deteriorate, Israel will have to
continue to exercise its legitimate
right of self-defense, and the result will
be full-scale military conflagration.

Israel has done no less—and certainly
no more—than what any country would
do to defend itself. There has been a
lamentable loss of life in the West
Bank. And I grieve for it because I be-
lieve, very deeply, every life—Israeli or
Palestinian—has equal value.

But let us not forget that Israel’s
military operation has been one based
on specific intelligence information,
with specific military goals—to act di-
rectly against terrorists who before the
start of the operation were carrying
out daily suicide bombings against
Israeli civilians—and carried out with
considerable restraint.

Certainly, Israel has not gone beyond
what the United States and our allies
have been doing in Afghanistan, or the
United Kingdom in Northern Ireland,
or the bloody French campaign in Al-
geria—let alone, what Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, Syria, Iraq, or Iran do on al-
most a daily basis to quell dissent.

Does anyone doubt that a suicide
bombing in Cairo, or Riyadh, or Da-
mascus, or Beirut, or Paris would be
met with the strongest of reactions, as
was the 9–11 terrorist incident here?

There simply is no excuse for arming
a teenage girl with bombs around her
waist to blow up women and children.
And this kind of terror is happening
over and over again.

So the time is now for this Senate to
stand up, in a strong, unified voice, to
condemn the actions of Chairman
Arafat and his PLO and the terrorism
that has spawned.

Chairman Arafat has said one thing
in English and another in Arabic.
Chairman Arafat fans the flames and
incites the people.

We offer this bill, after witnessing
the failure of efforts by Messrs. Tenet,
Mitchell, Zinni, and, at least initially,
Secretary Powell to break the dead-
lock largely because Chairman Arafat
has not brought to an end the suicide
bombing and other acts of terrorism.

This legislation would require the
President to report to Congress every
90 days, detailing the acts of terrorism

engaged in by the Palestinian Libera-
tion Organization or any of its con-
stituent elements and, based on that
report, to designate the PLO or its con-
stituent elements as terrorist organiza-
tions, or explain why not.

The legislation also finds that Chair-
man Arafat and the PLO have violated
his commitment to peace through the
recent purchase of 50 tons of offensive
weaponry from Iran; that they are re-
sponsible for the murder of hundreds of
innocent Israelis and the wounding of
thousands more since October 2000, and
that they have been directly impli-
cated in funding and supporting terror-
ists who have claimed responsibility
for a number of homicide bombings in-
side Israel.

Because of the failure by the Pales-
tinian Liberation Organization to re-
nounce terrorism, the act would, A,
downgrade PLO representation in the
United States to before Oslo; B, place
travel restrictions on senior PLO rep-
resentatives at the United Nations; C,
confiscate assets of PLO or Palestinian
Authority or Chairman Arafat in the
United States; D, deny visas to Chair-
man Arafat or other officials of the
PLO or the Palestinian Authority.

It is important to note that the
President may, on a case-by-case basis,
waive this provision based on national
security considerations.

The legislation presents a sense of
the Senate outlining the first steps
needed to reach peace. First, the
United States should urge an imme-
diate and unconditional end to all ter-
rorist activities and commencement of
a cease-fire. Two, Arafat and the PLO
should turn over to Israel for detention
and prosecution those wanted by the
Israeli Government for the assassina-
tion of Israeli Minister of Tourism, Mr.
Zeevi. Third, Arafat and the PLO
should take broad and immediate ac-
tion to condemn all acts of terrorism,
including and especially suicide bomb-
ing, which has resulted in the murder
of over 125 Israeli men, women, and
children in the month of March alone
and the injury of hundreds more; con-
fiscate and destroy the infrastructure
of terrorism, including weapons, bomb
factories and materials, as well as end
all financial support of terrorist activi-
ties; and to take positive steps to urge
all Arab nations and individuals to
cease funding terrorist operations and
the families of terrorists.

Finally, the President of the United
States, working with the international
community, with Israel and the Arab
States, should continue the search for
a comprehensive peace in the region.

There is no question that there are
serious differences to be reconciled be-
tween Israel and the Palestinian people
and that only a political settlement
can hopefully bring the violence in this
region to an end. I believe the 1967 bor-
ders, borders which have the impri-
matur of the United Nations, hold the
key to a settlement. Despite serious
differences about the refugee problem,
ongoing security, and the status of Je-
rusalem, I believe peace can be
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achieved through negotiation and
agreement. But I know it cannot be
achieved through violence.

The necessary first step is the end of
the violence, the terrorism, and the
suicide bombing. Once that is done, we
are firmly convinced that if leaders on
both sides want peace, the rest can all
be worked out.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself,
Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs. CARNAHAN,
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 2195. A bill to establish State in-
frastructure banks for education; to
the Committees on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, the
need to rebuild our Nation’s crumbling
schools is clear. The National Center
for Education Statistics estimates that
it would cost $127 billion to repair,
modernize, and renovate U.S. schools.
Fourteen million U.S. students cur-
rently attend schools that report a
need for extensive repair. And a study
by the American Society of Civil Engi-
neers concludes that public schools are
in worse condition than any other sec-
tor of our national infrastructure.

And yet the Federal Government is
doing far too little to help.

That is why I am introducing the In-
vesting for Tomorrow’s Schools Act of
2002. I am pleased to have Senators
CLINTON, CARNAHAN, and FEINSTEIN join
with me as co-sponsors.

This legislation allows States to cre-
ate ‘‘infrastructure banks’’ for public
schools and libraries. Modeled after
State revolving funds, which have been
used successfully to finance transpor-
tation projects, these banks would
offer low-interest loans to school dis-
tricts for building or repairing public
schools, and to public libraries for
building or repairing libraries. As the
loans are repaid, the bank funds would
be replenished, and the banks could
make new loans to other schools and li-
braries. Once the banks got rolling,
they would sustain themselves, with-
out any need for ongoing Federal ap-
propriations.

After more than a decade of fighting
to rebuild our Nation’s deteriorating
schools, I am well aware that this bill
is just one part of the solution. Two
years ago, as the ranking member on
the Senate Labor, HHS, and Education
Appropriations Subcommittee, I led
the effort to provide $1.2 billion in
grants to schools that urgently need
repairs. Last year, the Senate approved
another $925 million on a bipartisan
vote, but unfortunately that funding
was eliminated during conference nego-
tiations with the House.

I also introduced the America’s Bet-
ter Classrooms Act, which would pro-
vide tax credits to subsidize $25 billion
in new construction. That legislation is
still pending, and I am hopeful that it
will succeed. The Investing for Tomor-
row ’s School Act is the final piece of
the puzzle.

If the nicest buildings our kids see in
their hometowns are shopping malls,

sports arenas and movie theaters, and
the most rundown place they see is
their school, what kind of signal are we
sending? We can and must do better for
our children. The Investing for Tomor-
row’s School Act should be a critical
part of our strategy to improve edu-
cation, and I urge my colleagues to
support it.

I ask that the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2195
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Investing for
Tomorrow’s Schools Act of 2002’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) According to a 1996 study conducted by

the American School & University,
$10,420,000,000 was spent to address the Na-
tion’s education infrastructure needs in 1995,
with the average total cost of a new high
school at $15,400,000.

(2) According to the National Center for
Education Statistics, an estimated
$127,000,000,000 in repairs, renovations, and
modernizations is needed to put schools in
the United States into good overall condi-
tion.

(3) Approximately 14,000,000 American stu-
dents attend schools that report the need for
extensive repair or replacement of 1 or more
buildings.

(4) Academic research has proven that
there is a direct correlation between the con-
dition of school facilities and student
achievement. At Georgetown University, re-
searchers found that students assigned to
schools in poor conditions can be expected to
fall 10.9 percentage points behind those in
buildings in excellent condition. Similar
studies have demonstrated improvement of
up to 20 percent in test scores when students
were moved from a poor facility to a new fa-
cility.

(5) The Director of Education and Employ-
ment Issues at the Government Accounting
Office testified that nearly 52 percent of
schools, affecting 21,300,000 students, re-
ported insufficient technology elements for 6
or more areas.

(6) Large numbers of local educational
agencies have difficulties securing financing
for school facility improvement.

(7) The challenges facing our Nation’s pub-
lic elementary schools and secondary schools
and libraries require the concerted efforts of
all levels of government and all sectors of
the community.

(8) The United States competitive position
within the world economy is vulnerable if
America’s future workforce continues to be
educated in schools and libraries not
equipped for the 21st century.

(9) The deplorable state of collections in
America’s public school libraries has in-
creased the demands on public libraries. In
many instances, public libraries substitute
for school libraries, creating a higher de-
mand for material and physical space to
house literature and educational computer
equipment.

(10) Research shows that 50 percent of a
child’s intellectual development takes place
before age 4. The Nation’s public and school
libraries play a critical role in a child’s early
development because the libraries provide a
wealth of books and other resources that can
give every child a head start on life and
learning.

SEC. 3. STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK PILOT
PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(1) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-

retary of Education (hereafter in this Act re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’), in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of the Treasury, may
enter into cooperative agreements with
States under which—

(A) States establish State infrastructure
banks and multistate infrastructure banks
for the purpose of providing the loans de-
scribed in subparagraph (B); and

(B) the Secretary awards grants to such
States to be used as initial capital for the
purpose of making loans—

(i) to local educational agencies to enable
the agencies to build or repair elementary
schools or secondary schools that provide
free public education; and

(ii) to public libraries to enable the librar-
ies to build or repair library facilities.

(2) INTERSTATE COMPACTS.—
(A) CONSENT.—Congress grants consent to

any 2 or more States, entering into a cooper-
ative agreement under paragraph (1) with
the Secretary for the establishment of a
multistate infrastructure bank, to enter into
an interstate compact establishing a
multistate infrastructure bank in accord-
ance with this section.

(B) RESERVATION OF RIGHTS.—Congress ex-
pressly reserves the right to alter, amend, or
repeal this section and any interstate com-
pact entered into pursuant to this section.

(b) REPAYMENTS.—Each infrastructure
bank established under subsection (a) shall
apply repayments of principal and interest
on loans funded by the grant received under
subsection (a) to the making of additional
loans.

(c) INFRASTRUCTURE BANK REQUIREMENTS.—
A State establishing an infrastructure bank
under this section shall—

(1) contribute in each account of the bank
from non-Federal sources an amount equal
to not less than 25 percent of the amount of
each capitalization grant made to the bank
under subsection (a);

(2) identify an operating entity of the
State as recipient of the grant if the entity
has the capacity to manage loan funds and
issue debt instruments of the State for pur-
poses of leveraging the funds;

(3) allow such funds to be used as reserve
for debt issued by the State, so long as pro-
ceeds are deposited in the fund for loan pur-
poses;

(4) ensure that investment income gen-
erated by funds contributed to an account of
the bank will be—

(A) credited to the account;
(B) available for use in providing loans to

projects eligible for assistance from the ac-
count; and

(C) invested in United States Treasury se-
curities, bank deposits, or such other financ-
ing instruments as the Secretary may ap-
prove to earn interest to enhance the
leveraging of projects assisted by the bank;

(5) ensure that any loan from the bank will
bear interest at or below the lowest interest
rates being offered for bonds, the income
from which is exempt from Federal taxation,
as determined by the State, to make the
project that is the subject of the loan fea-
sible;

(6) ensure that repayment of any loan from
the bank will commence not later than 1
year after the project has been completed;

(7) ensure that the term for repaying any
loan will not exceed 30 years after the date of
the first payment on the loan under para-
graph (6); and

(8) require the bank to make an annual re-
port to the Secretary on its status, and make
such other reports as the Secretary may re-
quire by guidelines.
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(d) FORMS OF ASSISTANCE FROM INFRA-

STRUCTURE BANKS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—An infrastructure bank

established under this section may make a
loan to a local educational agency or a pub-
lic library in an amount equal to all or part
of the cost of carrying out a project eligible
for assistance under subsection (e).

(2) APPLICATIONS FOR LOANS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A local educational agen-

cy or public library desiring a loan under
this Act shall submit to an infrastructure
bank an application that includes—

(i) in the case of a renovation project—
(I) a description of each architectural,

civil, structural, mechanical, or electrical
deficiency to be corrected with loan funds
and the priorities to be applied; and

(II) a description of the criteria used by the
applicant to determine the type of corrective
action necessary for the renovation of a fa-
cility;

(ii) a description of any improvements to
be made and a cost estimate for the improve-
ments;

(iii) a description of how work undertaken
with the loan will promote energy conserva-
tion; and

(iv) such other information as the infra-
structure bank may require.

(B) TIMING.—An infrastructure bank shall
take final action on a completed application
submitted to it in accordance with this sub-
section not later than 90 days after the date
of the submission of the application.

(3) CRITERIA FOR LOANS.—In considering an
application for a loan, an infrastructure
bank shall consider—

(A) the extent to which the local edu-
cational agency or public library desiring a
loan would otherwise lack the fiscal capac-
ity, including the ability to raise funds
through the full use of such bonding capacity
of the agency or library, to undertake the
project proposed in the application;

(B) in the case of a local educational agen-
cy, the threat that the condition of the phys-
ical plant in the proposed project poses to
the safety and well-being of students;

(C) the demonstrated need for the con-
struction, reconstruction, or renovation
based on the condition of the facility in the
proposed project; and

(D) the age of the facility proposed to be
reconstructed, renovated, or replaced.

(e) QUALIFYING PROJECTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A project is eligible for a

loan from an infrastructure bank if it is a
project that consists of—

(A) the construction of a new elementary
school or secondary school to meet the needs
imposed by enrollment growth;

(B) the repair or upgrading of classrooms
or structures related to academic learning,
including the repair of leaking roofs, crum-
bling walls, inadequate plumbing, poor ven-
tilation equipment, and inadequate heating
or lighting equipment;

(C) an activity to increase physical safety
at the educational facility involved;

(D) an activity to enhance the educational
facility involved to provide access for stu-
dents, teachers, and other individuals with
disabilities;

(E) an activity to address environmental
hazards at the educational facility involved,
such as poor ventilation, indoor air quality,
or lighting;

(F) the provision of basic infrastructure
that facilitates educational technology, such
as communications outlets, electrical sys-
tems, power outlets, or a communication
closet;

(G) work that will bring an educational fa-
cility into conformity with the requirements
of—

(i) environmental protection or health and
safety programs mandated by Federal, State,

or local law, if such requirements were not
in effect when the facility was initially con-
structed; and

(ii) hazardous waste disposal, treatment,
and storage requirements mandated by the
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et
seq.) or similar State laws;

(H) work that will enable efficient use of
available energy resources;

(I) work to detect, remove, or otherwise
contain asbestos hazards in educational fa-
cilities; or

(J) work to construct new public library
facilities or repair or upgrade existing public
library facilities.

(2) DAVIS-BACON.—The wage requirements
of the Act of March 3, 1931 (referred to as the
‘‘Davis-Bacon Act’’ (40 U.S.C. 276a et seq.))
shall apply with respect to individuals em-
ployed on the projects described in para-
graph (1).

(f) SUPPLEMENTATION.—Any loan made by
an infrastructure bank shall be used to sup-
plement and not supplant other Federal,
State, and local funds available to carry out
school or library construction, renovation,
or repair.

(g) LIMITATION ON REPAYMENTS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the re-
payment of a loan from an infrastructure
bank under this section may not be credited
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
any project.

(h) SECRETARIAL REQUIREMENTS.—In ad-
ministering this section, the Secretary shall
specify procedures and guidelines for estab-
lishing, operating, and providing assistance
from an infrastructure bank.

(i) UNITED STATES NOT OBLIGATED.—The
contribution of Federal funds into an infra-
structure bank established under this sec-
tion shall not be construed as a commit-
ment, guarantee, or obligation on the part of
the United States to any third party, nor
shall any third party have any right against
the United States for payment solely by vir-
tue of the contribution. Any security or debt
financing instrument issued by the infra-
structure bank shall expressly state that the
security or instrument does not constitute a
commitment, guarantee, or obligation of the
United States.

(j) MANAGEMENT OF FEDERAL FUNDS.—Sec-
tions 3335 and 6503 of title 31, United States
Code, shall not apply to funds contributed
under this section.

(k) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—A State
may expend an amount not to exceed 2 per-
cent of the grant funds contributed to an in-
frastructure bank established by a State or
States under this section to pay the reason-
able costs of administering the infrastruc-
ture bank.

(l) SECRETARIAL REVIEW AND REPORT.—The
Secretary shall—

(1) review the financial condition of each
infrastructure bank established under this
section; and

(2) transmit to Congress a report on the re-
sults of such review not later than 90 days
after the completion of the review.
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, FREE PUBLIC EDU-

CATION, LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY, AND SEC-
ONDARY SCHOOL.—The terms ‘‘elementary
school’’, ‘‘free public education’’, ‘‘local edu-
cational agency’’, and ‘‘secondary school’’
have the same meanings as in section 14101
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801);

(2) OUTLYING AREA.—The term ‘‘outlying
area’’ means the Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of
the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of
Micronesia, and the Republic of Palau;

(3) PUBLIC LIBRARY.—The term ‘‘public
library’’—

(A) means a library that serves free of
charge all residents of a community, dis-
trict, or region, and receives its financial
support in whole or in part from public
funds; and

(B) includes a research library, which, for
purposes of this subparagraph, means a li-
brary that—

(i) makes its services available to the pub-
lic free of charge;

(ii) has extensive collections of books,
manuscripts, and other materials suitable
for scholarly research which are not avail-
able to the public through public libraries;

(iii) engages in the dissemination of hu-
manistic knowledge through services to
readers, fellowships, educational and cul-
tural programs, publication of significant re-
search, and other activities; and

(iv) is not an integral part of an institution
of higher education; and

(4) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each
of the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and each
of the outlying areas.

By Mr. BENNETT:
S. 2196. A bill to establish the Na-

tional Mormon Pioneer Heritage Area
in the State of Utah, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President,
today it gives me great pleasure to in-
troduce for the Senate’s consideration
legislation establishing the National
Mormon Pioneer Heritage Area.

Spanning 250 miles, from the small
town of Fairview, UT southward to our
border with Arizona, the area encom-
passed by the National Mormon Pio-
neer Heritage Area includes out-
standing examples of historical, cul-
tural, and natural resources shaped by
the Mormon pioneers. The story of the
Mormon pioneers is one of the most
compelling and captivating in our Na-
tion’s history. After traveling 1,400
miles from Illinois either by wagon or
by pulling a handcart the pioneers
came to the Great Salt Lake Valley.
Along the way, the pioneers experi-
enced many hardships including star-
vation, dehydration, exposure to the
elements, Indian attacks, and religious
persecution to name a few. Many peo-
ple died during their journey. Shortly
after arriving in and establishing Salt
Lake City, Brigham Young dispatched
pioneers to establish communities in
present day Idaho, Wyoming, Oregon,
and other regions of Utah. The vast
colonization effort in no way ended the
hardship experienced by the pioneers.
Throughout the area included in my
proposal are numerous stories of pio-
neers who perserved through chal-
lenging circumstances. Communities
such as Panguitch have Quilt Days
every year to commemorate the sac-
rifice and fortitude of its pioneers
whose efforts saved the community
from starvation in 1864. The Quilt Days
celebration is a remembrance of an
event known as the Quilt Walk, in
which a group of men from Panguitch
attempted to cross over the mountains
to Parowan, a community to the west,
to procure food during the commu-
nity’s first winter. Because of deep
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snows the pioneers were unable to trek
across the mountains. Using their
quilts, the pioneers formed a path
which would support their weight and
were able to reach Parowan, secure
food, and return to Panguitch. There
are other remarkable stories in the
proposed heritage area that dem-
onstrate the tenacity of the Mormon
pioneers. At times in order to survive,
the pioneers had to overcome major
natural obstacles. One such obstacle
was the Hole-in-the-Rock. In 1880 a
group of 250 people, 80 wagons, and 1,000
head of cattle came upon the Colorado
River Gorge. After looking for some-
time to find an acceptable path to the
river, the pioneers found a narrow crev-
ice leading to the bottom of the gorge.
Because the crevice was too narrow to
accommodate their wagons, the pio-
neers spent six weeks enlarging the
crevice by hand, using hammers,
chisels, and blasting powder, so wagons
could pass. Today the Hole-in-the-Rock
stands as a monument to the resource-
fulness of the Mormon pioneers.

The National Mormon Pioneer Herit-
age Area will serve as special recogni-
tion to the people and places that have
contributed greatly to our Nation’s de-
velopment. Throughout the heritage
area are wonderful examples of archi-
tecture, such as the community of
Spring City, heritage products, and
cultural events, such as the Mormon
Miracle Pageant, that demonstrate the
way-of-life of the pioneers.

This designation will allow for the
conservation of historical and cultural
resources, the establishment of inter-
pretive exhibits, will increase public
awareness, and specifically allows for
the preservation of historic buildings.
This is a locally based, locally sup-
ported undertaking. My legislation has
broad support from Sanpete, Sevier,
Piute, Garfield, and Kane Counties.
Furthermore, nothing in my legisla-
tion affects private property, land use
planning, or zoning.

I am very proud to introduce this leg-
islation today. I look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues in the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources to pass this legislation this
year.

By Mr. WYDEN.
S. 2197. A bill to provide for the liq-

uidation or reliquidation of certain en-
tries of roller chain; to the Committee
on Finance.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President,
today I am introducing legislation
whose purpose is to correct a gross in-
justice that has been carried out for
more than two decades by bureaucrats
at the International Trade Administra-
tion, ITA, and the U.S. Customs Serv-
ice, Customs, against a small Oregon
business, GS Associates, Inc., GS. What
has been allowed to happen to this
company at the hands of the federal
government is a shocking and ulti-
mately disturbing example of what can
happen to ordinary, hardworking
Americans when an overzealous Fed-

eral bureaucracy is allowed to run hor-
ribly amok.

In 1973, imports of Japanese roller
chain, not bicycle chain, potentially
became subject to dumping duties, and
in 1980, Congress instructed the Inter-
national Trade Administration, ITA, to
conduct complete annual administra-
tive reviews of outstanding dumping
findings to determine whether any
dumping duties should be assessed. But
ITA failed to complete its reviews on a
timely basis. In fact, for my small Or-
egon importer, GS, the ITA wasn’t just
a day or two late in reporting the find-
ings of its review of the company’s Jap-
anese supplier for shipments imported
from April 1, 1981 through March 31,
1982, they were nine-and-a-half years
late. When ITA finally got around to
issuing a notice regarding its adminis-
trative review on September 22, 1992, a
court challenge was initiated by the
Japanese supplier and a court decision
was rendered on July 11, 1995. Not sur-
prisingly, ITA failed to publish notice
of the court’s decision in the Federal
Register within ten days, as required
by law. That was in 1995. The year is
now 2002, and ITA still has not pub-
lished that notice. And as if all of this
ineptitude were not enough, ITA then
failed to instruct Customs to begin as-
sessing dumping duties on and to liq-
uidate GS Associates’ shipments until
the Spring of 2000. When Customs fi-
nally began assessing duties, they
added on enormous amounts of inter-
est, dating back almost 20 years, in
sums that were two to three times
greater than the original dumping duty
assessments. This outrageous pattern
of conduct by the federal government
threatens GS with bankruptcy.

The level of ineptitude displayed in
this case by bureaucrats at ITA and the
Customs Service is egregious bordering
on negligence. Legitimate small busi-
nesses in this country should have the
expectation they will be treated fairly
and forthrightly by their federal gov-
ernment. ITA and the Customs Service
deserve a very strong rebuke. GS Asso-
ciates deserves to have its case re-
solved quickly and fairly, and that is
the point of my legislation. It will liq-
uidate once and for all the $1.7 million
in duties and interest that have accu-
mulated over the past 20 years on these
imports because of federal government
negligence.

I intend to work with the Finance
Committee to assure that this measure
is included in the legislation the com-
mittee is preparing on temporary duty
suspensions, and hope that the duty
suspension bill will enable this Oregon
company to be able to put this terrible
experience behind it.

By Mr. CRAIG:
S. 2199. A bill to amend title XIX of

the Social Security Act to permit addi-
tional States to enter into long-term
care partnerships under the Medicaid
Program in order to promote the use of
long-term care insurance; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I rise
today to introduce the Long-Term Care
Insurance Partnership Act.

In the early 1990’s, with support from
a grant by the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation, four States, California,
Connecticut, Indiana and New York,
initiated programs to create public-pri-
vate long-term care partnerships to
provide citizens with options for long-
term care coverage without having to
spend down to Medicaid eligibility.
However, current law prohibits addi-
tional States from including asset pro-
tection in any public-private partner-
ships they may develop. Other States
may set up the policies, but the bene-
ficiaries receive no asset protection in
the event they exhaust the long-term
care insurance policies. They would be
forced to spend down to Medicaid lev-
els, thereby removing the key incen-
tive behind the partnership program—
asset protection.

Under the partnership program,
States authorize the sale of approved
long-term care insurance policies that
meet certain benefit requirements. In-
dividuals who purchase approved poli-
cies, would receive a guarantee from
the State that should their policy ben-
efits be exhausted, the State would
then cover the cost of their continuing
care through Medicaid. The primary in-
centive for purchasing partnership
policies is asset protection.

In other words, the State Medicaid
program would become a payer of last
resort rather than providing first-dol-
lar coverage, in effect becoming a long-
term care ‘‘stop-loss’’ program.

The benefits of the program are sig-
nificant for both seniors and govern-
ment: Individuals are encouraged to
take responsibility for their own long-
term care needs rather than relying on
a State benefit. It avoids forcing mid-
dle-class individuals to spend down to
Medicaid levels, but gives these same
individuals the knowledge that the
government will be there if they need
it. This program has been successful in
the goal of keeping people from need-
ing to use Medicaid. Under this pro-
gram in four States, there are nearly
66,000 policies in force and so far only
28 policyholders have exhausted their
long-term care insurance benefits and
accessed Medicaid assistance. At a cost
averaging $50,000 per year for long-term
care services, the savings for State
Medicaid budgets can be significant.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2199

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Long-Term
Care Insurance Partnership Program Act of
2002’’.
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SEC. 2. PERMITTING ADDITIONAL STATES TO

ENTER INTO LONG-TERM CARE
PARTNERSHIPS TO PROMOTE USE
OF LONG-TERM CARE INSURANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1917(b)(1)(C) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1396p(b)(1)(C)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘shall seek ad-
justment’’ and inserting ‘‘may seek adjust-
ment’’; and

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘had a State
plan amendment approved as of May 14, 1993,
which provided’’ and inserting ‘‘has a State
plan amendment approved which provides’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and
Mr. GRASSLEY):

S. 2200. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify that the
parsonage allowance exclusion is lim-
ited to the fair rental value of the
property; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President,
today I introduce legislation, along
with Senator GRASSLEY, to clarify the
tax treatment of the clergy housing al-
lowance. It is a very simple bill that
confirms established Internal Revenue
Service policy that has lacked the
force of law. Without this clarification,
we risk losing a long-standing benefit
that is terribly important to hundreds
of thousands of ministers, priests, rab-
bis and other clergy all across Amer-
ica.

Since 1921, the Tax Code has allowed
clergy to exclude from their taxable in-
come the value of housing provided to
them, and since the 1950’s they have
also been able to exclude a housing al-
lowance provided for the same purpose.
This section of the Code is similar to
one for employer-provided housing for
other taxpayers. The one for clergy is
much simpler, in order to minimize the
involvement of the Government in the
affairs of churches, that is, to keep the
separation between Church and State.

The IRS has always interpreted this
exclusion to be limited to the fair mar-
ket rental value of the housing. They
clearly stated that position in 1971, but
their statement lacked the force of
law. Their position has been challenged
in Court, and the Court has said that it
was not clear that Congress meant to
impose this limit. That is why we must
act.

The vast majority of clergy across
America work very hard for very mod-
est pay. Especially in rural areas like
we have in Montana, many congrega-
tions are small, pay is low, and min-
isters are very dependent upon their
churches providing or paying for their
housing. A dispute over this issue has
led to a controversial attempt by a
panel of court of appeals judges to call
into question the constitutionality of
the exclusion. If the exclusion is lost,
it will cost America’s clergy $500 mil-
lion each year. That may seem like a
small amount of money compared to
many of our tax bills that add up to
billions, but it is a lot of money to
those who are directly affected, and to

the millions of Americans in the con-
gregations that they serve.

The House has passed similar legisla-
tion by a vote of 408 to 0. Senator
GRASSLEY and I will try to expedite
passage of the legislation here in the
Senate.

It is good tax policy to keep a reason-
able limit on the amount of this deduc-
tion, as the IRS has done for decades.
And it is good policy to make our in-
tent crystal clear so that government
involvement with religious affairs is
kept to a minimum. This bill will do
both.

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. BURNS, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
CLELAND, Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, and Mrs. CARNAHAN):

S. 2201. A bill to protect the online
privacy of individuals who use the
Internet; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
today I rise to introduce bipartisan leg-
islation that will establish baseline re-
quirements for the protection of per-
sonal information collected from indi-
viduals over the Internet. This bill, the
Online Personal Privacy Act, rep-
resents the work of many months and
important input from consumer
groups, affected individuals, and most
importantly, many Senators on the
Commerce Committee. The origin of
this emerging consensus position began
to take shape at a Commerce com-
mittee hearing last summer that fo-
cused generally on whether there was a
need for online privacy legislation. At
that time, members of the committee
began to articulate the notion that not
all personal information is created
equal. I agree. Some, highly sensitive
personal information, such as personal
financial or medical information or a
person’s religious beliefs are clearly
more sensitive than other garden-vari-
ety types of information, such as a pair
of slacks that an individual may pur-
chase. Since that hearing, and in nu-
merous meetings with members of the
Committee, we have worked hard to de-
velop a balanced approach to Internet
privacy regulation that recognizes and
builds upon best practices in the online
community while establishing a federal
baseline standard for the protection of
individuals’ privacy on the Internet.

Let me begin by expressing my grati-
tude to Senators ROCKEFELLER, INOUYE,
BREAUX, and CLELAND, who worked
closely with me during the last Con-
gress to advocate the need for strong
online privacy protections and who
have agreed to be original cosponsors
of this legislation. In addition, I would
also like to particularly thank Sen-
ators KERRY, STEVENS, and BURNS for
their invaluable contributions through-
out this process and their willingness
to join with us in working to craft a
workable, bipartisan, consensus posi-
tion on legislation that will provide in-
dividuals with better controls over the

use of their personal information while
fueling the growth of e-commerce as
consumer confidence in the Internet
spurs a significant increase in online
activity.

Some have argued that Americans’
concerns about privacy no loner exist
in the aftermath of September 11. But
poll after poll consistently dem-
onstrates that the American people
want companies they patronize to seek
their permission prior to using their
personal information for commercial
profit. These concerns are heightened
with respect to the Internet, which, in
a digital age, enables the seamless
compilation of highly detailed personal
profiles of Internet users. Accordingly,
fears about privacy have had palpable
effects on the willingness of consumers
to embrace the full potential of the
Internet and e-commerce.

Distrust of false privacy promises has
sparked a rage of online self-defense,
especially the providing of false infor-
mation by individuals. Industry ana-
lysts estimate that between one-fifth
to one-third of all individuals provide
false personal information on the
Internet. This response is understand-
able given that consumers have few
tools to discover whether their per-
sonal information is being disclosed.
sold, or otherwise misused, and they
have virtually no recourse.

Privacy fears are stifling the devel-
opment and expansion of the Internet
as an engine of economic growth. Be-
cause of consumer distrust, online
companies and services are losing po-
tential business and collecting bad
data, blocking the Internet and its
wide range of services from reaching
its full potential. The lack of enforce-
able privacy protections is a signifi-
cant barrier to the full embrace by con-
sumers of the Internet marketplace.
According to a recent Harris/Business
Week poll, almost two-thirds of non-
Internet users would be more likely to
use the Net if the privacy of their ‘‘per-
sonal information and communications
were protected.’’

Moreover, according to a recent
Forrester study, online businesses lost
nearly $15 billion, or 27 percent of e-
commerce revenues, due to consumer
privacy concerns. Those numbers are
significant in light of the economic
downturn and its disproportionate im-
pact on the high-tech Internet sectors.
Good privacy means good business and
the Internet economy could use a
healthy dose of that right now.

Accordingly, our legislation offers a
win-win proposition for consumers and
business: it will protect the privacy of
individuals online and provide online
businesses with a new market of will-
ing customers. While protecting the
necessary business certainty of a single
Federal standard.

Online companies have long argued
that privacy regulations would hamper
their ability to efficiently conduct
business on-line and give consumers
the tailored buying experience they
now expect from the Internet. Online
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merchants also touted self-regulation
as sufficient privacy protection. We
know otherwise.

Privacy violations continue to make
headlines: a major outcry erupted last
year after Eli Lilly disclosed a list of
hundreds of customers suffering from
depression, bulimia, and obsessive com-
pulsive disorder over the Internet.
Moreover, just last week, a New York
Times article, ‘‘Seeking Profits, Inter-
net Companies Alter Privacy Policy,’’
recounted how Internet companies
such as Yahoo had changed their pri-
vacy policies in order to require con-
sumers to restate their privacy pref-
erences even if they had previously
withheld consent for the use and com-
mercialization of their personal infor-
mation. Accordingly, these companies
expanded their ability to use an indi-
vidual’s personal information for on-
line and offline marketing purposes
notwithstanding that individual’s prior
policy preferences. Still other busi-
nesses confound consumers with
opaque privacy policies that begin
with, ‘‘Your privacy is important to
us,’’ but in the subsequent legalese,
outline a series of exceptions crafted
with double-negative verbs that allow
virtually any use of a consumer’s infor-
mation. Still other commercial web
sites fail to pass any privacy policy at
all, safe in the knowledge that they
face virtually no legal jeopardy for
selling personal information.

To be fair, some companies have
taken consumer privacy seriously.
Earthink launched a national tele-
vision advertising campaign touting its
policy of not selling customer informa-
tion. U-Haul’s web site simply says:
‘‘We will never sell or share our infor-
mation with anyone, or send you junk
mail, we hate that stuff, too.’’ Compa-
nies like Hewlett Packard, Intel, and
Microsoft, giants of the high tech in-
dustry, already provide individuals opt-
in protection with respect to their per-
sonal information. But, in the final
analysis, despite the best of intentions
and some successful efforts, reliance on
self-regulation alone has not proven to
provide sufficient protection. In its
May 2000 Report to Congress, the Fed-
eral Trade Commission clearly recog-
nized this shortcoming having studied
this issue diligently for 5 years: ‘‘Be-
cause self-regulatory initiatives to
date fall short of broad-based imple-
mentation of effective self-regulatory
programs, the Commission has con-
cluded that such efforts alone cannot
ensure that the online marketplace as
a whole will emulate the standards
adopted by industry leaders. The Com-
mission recommends that Congress
enact legislation that, in conjunction
with continuing self-regulatory pro-
grams, will ensure adequate protection
of consumer privacy online.’’

Our legislation aims to do just that.
Fundamentally, our legislation is

built upon the five core principles of
privacy protection identified by the
Federal Trade Commission in its 1995
report to Congress regarding online

privacy: 1. Notice, 2. Consent, 3. Ac-
cess, 4. Security and 5. Enforcement.
Those principles are tried and true and
formed the framework for the bipar-
tisan Children’s Online Privacy Protec-
tion Act of 1998. Which was hailed by
industry far and wide as a template for
protecting children’s personal informa-
tion that is collected on the Internet.

The bill we introduce today takes a
singular approach. It divides online
personal information into two cat-
egories: sensitive information and non-
sensitive information. Sensitive infor-
mation is narrowly tailored to include
actual information about specific fi-
nancial data, health information, eth-
nicity, religious affiliation, sexual ori-
entation, and political affiliation, or
someone’s social security number. Non-
sensitive information is all other per-
sonally identifiable information col-
lected online.

In this respect, the legislation is also
similar to the two-tiered approach
taken by the European Union in which
companies are required to provide
baseline protections governing the use
of nonsensitive information, and
stronger consent protections governing
the use of sensitive data. More than 180
American companies, including Sta-
ples, Marriott, Microsoft, Intel, Hew-
lett Packard, DoubleClick Kodak, and
Acxiom, doing business in Europe have
agreed to provide such protections with
respect to the personal data of Euro-
pean citizens. They have signed up for
the EU Safe Harbor and their names
are listed on the Department of Com-
merce’s web site. Our bill simply asks
these and other companies to provide
similar protections for U.S. citizens.

First, with respect to notice and con-
sent, the bill would require web sites
and online services to post clear and
conspicuous notice of its information
practices. In other words, plainly state
to individuals what you plan to do with
their personal information. To the ex-
tent that a web site collects sensitive
information, it would also be required
to obtain a consumer’s affirmative con-
sent, so-called ‘‘opt-in’’ consent, prior
to the collection of such data. To the
extent that a web site collects only
non-sensitive personal data, it would
be able to collect such data for other
uses as long as it provides individuals
with an ability to ‘‘opt out’’ of such
uses and provides the consumer with
actual notice at the point of collection,
so-called ‘‘robust notice’’, which briefly
and succinctly describes how the infor-
mation may be used or disclosed.

Many Internet companies are doing
this already. For example, on the same
page where an individual provides his
or her personal information, the web
site for 1–800 Flowers states: ‘‘You will
be receiving promotional offers and
materials from our sites and companies
we own. Please check the box below if
you do not want to receive such mate-
rials in the future and do not wish us
to provide personal information col-
lected from you to third parties.’’
Similarly, NBC’s website says the fol-

lowing on the webpage where individ-
uals register their personal informa-
tion: ‘‘As our customer, you will occa-
sionally receive email from
shopnbc.com about new services, fea-
tures, and special offers we believe
would interest you. If you’d rather not
receive these updates, please uncheck
this box.’’ It’s as simple as that. And it
provides the individual the ability to
make an informed choice at the crit-
ical point at which he or she is pro-
viding a company with personally iden-
tifiable information.

Next, our legislation requires compa-
nies to provide individuals with the
ability to find out what personal infor-
mation a web site has collected about
them. While important, this right of
reasonable access is not unqualified.
Rather, it considers a variety of factors
including the sensitivity of the infor-
mation sought by the consumer and
the burden and expense on the provider
in giving consumers access to their
personal information. In addition, the
bill would permit online companies to
charge individuals a reasonable fee to
access their personal data, as is simi-
larly provided under the Fair Credit
Reporting Act.

In addition, our bill requires that
web sites adopt reasonable security
procedures to protect the security, con-
fidentiality, and integrity of personally
identifiable information, just as Con-
gress required in the Children’s privacy
legislation.

Moreover, the bill grants consumers
important rights of redress. First, the
Federal Trade Commission and state
attorneys general are empowered to
take action. If the FTC collects civil
penalties, the bill creates a mechanism
whereby those injured can petition to
receive up to $200 of the award. For
more serious violations involving sen-
sitive information, the bill would addi-
tionally permit individuals on their
own to pursue redress for damages in
federal court.

Finally, in addition to following
these fair information principles, the
legislation also takes the critical step
of establishing a uniform federal stand-
ard for online privacy protection by
preempting State Internet laws. Incon-
sistent state regulation of privacy is
already causing problems for online
businesses. Vermont has adopted ‘‘opt-
in laws’’ governing financial and med-
ical privacy. In Minnesota, the state
Senate has adopted ‘‘opt-in’’ online pri-
vacy legislation by a vote of 96–0. In
California, state privacy legislation is
again moving through the state legisla-
ture, offering the very real possibility
that online businesses will sooner rath-
er than later face the prospect of try-
ing to bring their online operation into
compliance with inconsistent state
laws.

Because new technologies make pri-
vacy protection a constantly evolving
issue, the bill requires the FTC not
only to implement the requirements of
the law, but further, to issue periodic
reports about how the law is working;
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whether similar privacy protections
should apply offline or to pre-existing
data; whether standardized online pri-
vacy notices should be developed; if a
meaningful safe harbor should be con-
structed; and whether privacy protec-
tion technologies in the marketplace
such as P3P can help facilitate the ad-
ministration of the Act.

Consumer participation in cyber-
space should not be conditioned on a
willingness to relinquish control over
one’s personal information. Rather, for
the medium to truly flourish, we must
establish baseline consumer protec-
tions that will eliminate the tyranny
of convenience in which consumers are
forced to choose between disclosing
private, personal information, or not
using the Internet at all. Congress has
a moral obligation to protect American
individual liberties, including the right
to better control the commercializa-
tion of one’s own personal, private in-
formation.

This bill is an important first step.
The privacy protections in this legisla-
tion will instill more confidence in peo-
ple to use the Internet and create a
consistent legal framework for online
businesses. It will provide better online
privacy protections for consumers, bet-
ter commercial opportunities for busi-
nesses who respond to consumer pri-
vacy concerns, and a better future for
Americans who will embrace the Inter-
net rather than fear it.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2201
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Online Per-
sonal Privacy Act’’.
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows:
Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
Sec. 3. Findings.
Sec. 4. Preemption of State law or regula-

tions.
Title I—Online Privacy Protection

Sec. 101. Collection, use, or disclosure of
personally identifiable informa-
tion.

Sec. 102. Notice and consent requirements.
Sec. 103. Policy changes; privacy breach.
Sec. 104. Exceptions.
Sec. 105. Access.
Sec. 106. Security.

Title II—Enforcement
Sec. 201. Enforcement by Federal Trade

Commission.
Sec. 202. Violation is unfair or deceptive act

or practice.
Sec. 203. Private right of action.
Sec. 204. Actions by States.
Sec. 205. Whistleblower protection.
Sec. 206. No effect on other remedies.

Title III—Application to Congress and
Federal Agencies

Sec. 301. Exercise of rulemaking power.
Sec. 302. Senate.
Sec. 303. Application to Federal agencies.

Title IV—Miscellaneous
Sec. 401. Definitions.
Sec. 402. Effective date.
Sec. 403. FTC rulemaking.
Sec. 404. FTC report.
Sec. 405. Development of automated privacy

controls.
SEC. 3. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) The right to privacy is a personal and

fundamental right worthy of protection
through appropriate legislation.

(2) Individuals engaging in and interacting
with companies engaged in interstate com-
merce have a significant interest in their
personal information, as well as a right to
control how that information is collected,
used, or transferred.

(3) Absent the recognition of these rights
and the establishment of consequent indus-
try responsibilities to safeguard those rights,
the privacy of individuals who use the Inter-
net will soon be more gravely threatened.

(4) To extent that States regulate, their ef-
forts to address Internet privacy will lead to
a patchwork of inconsistent standards and
protections.

(5) Existing State, local, and Federal laws
provide minimal privacy protection for
Internet users.

(6) With the exception of Federal Trade
Commission enforcement of laws against un-
fair and deceptive practices, the Federal
Government thus far has eschewed general
Internet privacy laws in favor of industry
self-regulation, which has led to several self-
policing schemes, none of which are enforce-
able in any meaningful way or provide suffi-
cient privacy protection to individuals.

(7) State governments have been reluctant
to enter the field of Internet privacy regula-
tion because use of the Internet often crosses
State, or even national, boundaries.

(8) States are nonetheless interested in
providing greater privacy protection to their
citizens as evidenced by recent lawsuits
brought against offline and online companies
by State attorneys general to protect the
privacy of individuals using the Internet.

(9) The ease of gathering and compiling
personal information on the Internet, both
overtly and surreptitiously, is becoming in-
creasingly efficient and effortless due to ad-
vances in digital communications tech-
nology which have provided information
gatherers the ability to compile seamlessly
highly detailed personal histories of Internet
users.

(10) Personal information flowing over the
Internet requires greater privacy protection
than is currently available today. Vast
amounts of personal information, including
sensitive information, about individual
Internet users are collected on the Internet
and sold or otherwise transferred to third
parties.

(11) Poll after poll consistently dem-
onstrates that individual Internet users are
highly troubled over their lack of control
over their personal information.

(12) Market research demonstrates that
tens of billions of dollars in e-commerce are
lost due to individual fears about a lack of
privacy protection on the Internet.

(13) Market research demonstrates that as
many as one-third of all Internet users give
false information about themselves to pro-
tect their privacy, due to fears about a lack
of privacy protection on the Internet.

(14) Notwithstanding these concerns, the
Internet is becoming a major part of the per-
sonal and commercial lives of millions of
Americans, providing increased access to in-
formation, as well as communications and
commercial opportunities.

(15) It is important to establish personal
privacy rights and industry obligations now

so that individuals have confidence that
their personal privacy is fully protected on
the Internet.

(16) The social and economic costs of estab-
lishing baseline privacy standards now will
be lower than if Congress waits until the
Internet becomes more prevalent in our ev-
eryday lives in coming years.

(17) Whatever costs may be borne by indus-
try will be significantly offset by the eco-
nomic benefits to the commercial Internet
created by increased consumer confidence
occasioned by greater privacy protection.

(18) Toward the close of the 20th Century,
as individuals’ personal information was in-
creasingly collected, profiled, and shared for
commercial purposes, and as technology ad-
vanced to facilitate these practices, the Con-
gress enacted numerous statutes to protect
privacy.

(19) Those statutes apply to the govern-
ment, telephones, cable television, e-mail,
video tape rentals, and the Internet (but
only with respect to children).

(20) Those statutes all provide significant
privacy protections, but neither limit tech-
nology nor stifle business.

(21) Those statutes ensure that the collec-
tion and commercialization of individuals’
personal information is fair, transparent,
and subject to law.
SEC. 4. PREEMPTION OF STATE LAW OR REGULA-

TIONS.
This Act supersedes any State statute, reg-

ulation, or rule regulating Internet privacy
to the extent that it relates to the collec-
tion, use, or disclosure of personally identifi-
able information obtained through the Inter-
net.

TITLE I—ONLINE PRIVACY PROTECTION
SEC. 101. COLLECTION, USE, OR DISCLOSURE OF

PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFOR-
MATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—An internet service pro-
vider, online service provider, or operator of
a commercial website on the Internet may
not collect personally identifiable informa-
tion from a user, or use or disclose person-
ally identifiable information about a user, of
that service or website except in accordance
with the provisions of this Act.

(b) APPLICATION TO CERTAIN THIRD-PARTY
OPERATORS.—The provisions of this Act ap-
plicable to internet service providers, online
service providers, and commercial website
operators apply to any third party, including
an advertising network, that uses an inter-
net service provider, online service provider,
or commercial website operator to collect in-
formation about users of that service or
website.
SEC. 102. NOTICE AND CONSENT REQUIREMENTS.

(a) NOTICE.—Except as provided in section
104, an internet service provider, online serv-
ice provider, or operator of a commercial
website may not collect personally identifi-
able information from a user of that service
or website online unless that provider or op-
erator provides clear and conspicuous notice
to the user in the manner required by this
section for the kind of personally identifi-
able information to be collected. The notice
shall disclose—

(1) the specific types of information that
will be collected;

(2) the methods of collecting and using the
information collected; and

(3) all disclosure practices of that provider
or operator for personally identifiable infor-
mation so collected, including whether it
will be disclosed to third parties.

(b) SENSITIVE PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE IN-
FORMATION REQUIRES OPT-IN CONSENT.—An
internet service provider, online service pro-
vider, or operator of a commercial website
may not—

(1) collect sensitive personally identifiable
information online, or
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(2) disclose or otherwise use such informa-

tion collected online, from a user of that
service or website,
unless the provider or operator obtains that
user’s affirmative consent to the collection
and disclosure or use of that information be-
fore, or at the time, the information is col-
lected.

(c) NONSENSITIVE PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE
INFORMATION REQUIRES ROBUST NOTICE AND
OPT-OUT CONSENT.—An internet service pro-
vider, online service provider, or operator of
a commercial website may not—

(1) collect personally identifiable informa-
tion not described in subsection (b) online, or

(2) disclose or otherwise use such informa-
tion collected online, from a user of that
service or website,
unless the provider or operator provides ro-
bust notice to the user, in addition to clear
and conspicuous notice, and has given the
user an opportunity to decline consent for
such collection and use by the provider or
operator before, or at the time, the informa-
tion is collected.

(d) INITIAL NOTICE ONLY FOR ROBUST NO-
TICE.—An internet service provider, online
service provider, or operator of a commercial
website shall provide robust notice under
subsection (c) of this section to a user only
upon its first collection of non-sensitive per-
sonally identifiable information from that
user, except that a subsequent collection of
additional or materially different non-sen-
sitive personally identifiable information
from that user shall be treated as a first col-
lection of such information from that user.

(e) PERMANENCE OF CONSENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The consent or denial of

consent by a user of permission to an inter-
net service provider, online service provider,
or operator of a commercial website to col-
lect, disclose, or otherwise use any informa-
tion about that user for which consent is re-
quired under this Act—

(A) shall remain in effect until changed by
the user; and

(B) shall apply to the collection, disclo-
sure, or other use of that information by any
entity that is a commercial successor of, or
legal successor-in-interest to, that provider
or operator, without regard to the legal form
in which such succession was accomplished
(including any entity that collects, discloses,
or uses such information as a result of a pro-
ceeding under chapter 7 or chapter 11 of title
11, United States Code, with respect to the
provider or operator).

(2) EXCEPTION.—The consent by a user to
the collection, disclosure, or other use of in-
formation about that user for which consent
is required under this Act does not apply to
the collection, disclosure, or use of that in-
formation by a successor entity under para-
graph (1)(B) if—

(A) the kind of information collected by
the successor entity about the user is mate-
rially different from the kind of information
collected by the predecessor entity;

(B) the methods of collecting and using the
information employed by the successor enti-
ty are materially different from the methods
employed by the predecessor entity; or

(C) the disclosure practices of the suc-
cessor entity are materially different from
the practices of the predecessor entity.
SEC. 103. POLICY CHANGES; BREACH OF PRI-

VACY.
(a) NOTICE OF POLICY CHANGE.—Whenever

an internet service provider, online service
provider, or operator of a commercial
website makes a material change in its pol-
icy for the collection, use, or disclosure of
sensitive or nonsensitive personally identifi-
able information, it—

(1) shall notify all users of that service or
website of the change in policy; and

(2) may not collect, disclose, or otherwise
use any sensitive or nonsensitive personally
identifiable information in accordance with
the changed policy unless the user has been
afforded an opportunity to consent, or with-
hold consent, to its collection, disclosure, or
use in accordance with the requirements of
section 102(b) or (c), whichever is applicable.

(b) NOTICE OF BREACH OF PRIVACY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the sensitive or nonsen-

sitive personally identifiable information of
a user of an internet service provider, online
service provider, or operator of a commercial
website—

(A) is collected, disclosed, or otherwise
used by the provider or operator in violation
of any provision of this Act, or

(B) the security, confidentiality, or integ-
rity of such information is compromised by a
hacker or other third party, or by any act or
failure to act of the provider or operator,
then the provider or operator shall notify all
users whose sensitive or nonsensitive person-
ally identifiable information was affected by
the unlawful collection, disclosure, use, or
compromise. The notice shall describe the
nature of the unlawful collection, disclosure,
use, or compromise and the steps taken by
the provider or operator to remedy it.

(2) DELAY OF NOTIFICATION.—
(A) ACTION TAKEN BY INDIVIDUALS.—If the

compromise of the security, confidentiality,
or integrity of the information is caused by
a hacker or other external interference with
the service or website, or by an employee of
the service or website, the provider or oper-
ator may postpone issuing the notice re-
quired by paragraph (1) for a reasonable pe-
riod of time in order to—

(i) facilitate the detection and apprehen-
sion of the person responsible for the com-
promise; and

(ii) take such measures as may be nec-
essary to restore the integrity of the service
or website and prevent any further com-
promise of the security, confidentiality, and
integrity of such information.

(B) SYSTEM FAILURES AND OTHER FUNC-
TIONAL CAUSES.—If the unlawful collection,
disclosure, use, or compromise of the secu-
rity, confidentiality, and integrity of the in-
formation is the result of a system failure, a
problem with the operating system, soft-
ware, or program used by the internet serv-
ice provider, online service provider, or oper-
ator of the commercial website, or other
non-external interference with the service or
website, the provider or operator may post-
pone issuing the notice required by para-
graph (1) for a reasonable period of time in
order to—

(i) restore the system’s functionality or fix
the problem; and

(ii) take such measures as may be nec-
essary to restore the integrity of the service
or website and prevent any further com-
promise of the security, confidentiality, and
integrity of the information after the failure
or problem has been fixed and the integrity
of the service or website has been restored.
SEC. 104. EXCEPTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 does not
apply to the collection, disclosure, or use by
an internet service provider, online service
provider, or operator of a commercial
website of information about a user of that
service or website necessary—

(1) to protect the security or integrity of
the service or website or to ensure the safety
of other people or property;

(2) to conduct a transaction, deliver a prod-
uct or service, or complete an arrangement
for which the user provided the information;
or

(3) to provide other products and services
integrally related to the transaction, serv-
ice, product, or arrangement for which the
user provided the information.

(b) PROTECTED DISCLOSURES.—An internet
service provider, online service provider, or
operator of a commercial website may not be
held liable under this Act, any other Federal
law, or any State law for any disclosure
made in good faith and following reasonable
procedures in responding to—

(1) a request for disclosure of personal in-
formation under section 1302(b)(1)(B)(iii) of
the Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act
of 1998 (15 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.) to the parent of
a child; or

(2) a request for access to, or correction or
deletion of, personally identifiable informa-
tion under section 105 of this Act.

(c) DISCLOSURE TO LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCY OR UNDER COURT ORDER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, an internet serv-
ice provider, online service provider, oper-
ator of a commercial website, or third party
that uses such a service or website to collect
information about users of that service or
website may disclose personally identifiable
information about a user of that service or
website—

(A) to a law enforcement, investigatory,
national security, or regulatory agency or
department of the United States in response
to a request or demand made under author-
ity granted to that agency or department,
including a warrant issued under the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure, an equivalent
State warrant, a court order, or a properly
executed administrative compulsory process;
and

(B) in response to a court order in a civil
proceeding granted upon a showing of com-
pelling need for the information that cannot
be accommodated by any other means if—

(i) the user to whom the information re-
lates is given reasonable notice by the per-
son seeking the information of the court pro-
ceeding at which the order is requested; and

(ii) that user is afforded a reasonable op-
portunity to appear and contest the issuance
of requested order or to narrow its scope.

(2) SAFEGUARDS AGAINST FURTHER DISCLO-
SURE.—A court that issues an order described
in paragraph (1) shall impose appropriate
safeguards on the use of the information to
protect against its unauthorized disclosure.
SEC. 105. ACCESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—An internet service pro-
vider, online service provider, or operator of
a commercial website shall—

(1) upon request provide reasonable access
to a user to personally identifiable informa-
tion that the provider or operator has col-
lected from the user online, or that the pro-
vider or operator has combined with person-
ally identifiable information collected from
the user online after the effective date of
this Act;

(2) provide a reasonable opportunity for a
user to suggest a correction or deletion of
any such information maintained by that
provider or operator to which the user was
granted access; and

(3) make the correction a part of that
user’s sensitive personally identifiable infor-
mation or nonsensitive personally identifi-
able information (whichever is appropriate),
or make the deletion, for all future disclo-
sure and other use purposes.

(b) EXCEPTION.—An internet service pro-
vider, online service provider, or operator of
a commercial website may decline to make a
suggested correction a part of that user’s
sensitive personally identifiable information
or nonsensitive personally identifiable infor-
mation (whichever is appropriate), or to
make a suggested deletion if the provider or
operator—

(1) reasonably believes that the suggested
correction or deletion is inaccurate or other-
wise inappropriate;
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(2) notifies the user in writing, or in digital

or other electronic form, of the reasons the
provider or operator believes the suggested
correction or deletion is inaccurate or other-
wise inappropriate; and

(3) provides a reasonable opportunity for
the user to refute the reasons given by the
provider or operator for declining to make
the suggested correction or deletion.

(c) REASONABLENESS TEST.—The reason-
ableness of the access or opportunity pro-
vided under subsection (a) or (b) by an inter-
net service provider, online service provider,
or operator of a commercial website shall be
determined by taking into account such fac-
tors as the sensitivity of the information re-
quested and the burden or expense on the
provider or operator of complying with the
request, correction, or deletion.

(d) REASONABLE ACCESS FEE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—An internet service pro-

vider, online service provider, or operator of
a commercial website may impose a reason-
able charge for access under subsection (a).

(2) AMOUNT.—The amount of the fee shall
not exceed $3, except that upon request of a
user, a provider or operator shall provide
such access without charge to that user if
the user certifies in writing that the user—

(A) is unemployed and intends to apply for
employment in the 60-day period beginning
on the date on which the certification is
made;

(B) is a recipient of public welfare assist-
ance; or

(C) has reason to believe that the incorrect
information is due to fraud.
SEC. 106. SECURITY.

An internet service provider, online service
provider, or operator of a commercial
website shall establish and maintain reason-
able procedures necessary to protect the se-
curity, confidentiality, and integrity of per-
sonally identifiable information maintained
by that provider or operator.

TITLE II—ENFORCEMENT
SEC. 201. ENFORCEMENT BY FEDERAL TRADE

COMMISSION.
Except as provided in section 202(b) of this

Act and section 2710(d) of title 18, United
States Code, this Act shall be enforced by
the Commission.
SEC. 202. VIOLATION IS UNFAIR OR DECEPTIVE

ACT OR PRACTICE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The violation of any pro-

vision of title I is an unfair or deceptive act
or practice proscribed under section
18(a)(1)(B) of the Federal Trade Commission
Act (15 U.S.C. 57a(a)(1)(B)).

(b) ENFORCEMENT BY CERTAIN OTHER AGEN-
CIES.—Compliance with title I of this Act
shall be enforced under—

(1) section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1818), in the case of—

(A) national banks, and Federal branches
and Federal agencies of foreign banks, by the
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency;

(B) member banks of the Federal Reserve
System (other than national banks),
branches and agencies of foreign banks
(other than Federal branches, Federal agen-
cies, and insured State branches of foreign
banks), commercial lending companies
owned or controlled by foreign banks, and
organizations operating under section 25 or
25A of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 601
and 611), by the Board; and

(C) banks insured by the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (other than members
of the Federal Reserve System) and insured
State branches of foreign banks, by the
Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation;

(2) section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1818), by the Director of
the Office of Thrift Supervision, in the case
of a savings association the deposits of which

are insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation;

(3) the Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C.
1751 et seq.) by the National Credit Union
Administration Board with respect to any
Federal credit union;

(4) part A of subtitle VII of title 49, United
States Code, by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation with respect to any air carrier or for-
eign air carrier subject to that part;

(5) the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) (except as provided in sec-
tion 406 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 226, 227)), by the
Secretary of Agriculture with respect to any
activities subject to that Act; and

(6) the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C.
2001 et seq.) by the Farm Credit Administra-
tion with respect to any Federal land bank,
Federal land bank association, Federal inter-
mediate credit bank, or production credit as-
sociation.

(c) EXERCISE OF CERTAIN POWERS.—For the
purpose of the exercise by any agency re-
ferred to in subsection (b) of its powers under
any Act referred to in that subsection, a vio-
lation of title I is deemed to be a violation of
a requirement imposed under that Act. In
addition to its powers under any provision of
law specifically referred to in subsection (b),
each of the agencies referred to in that sub-
section may exercise, for the purpose of en-
forcing compliance with any requirement
imposed under title I, any other authority
conferred on it by law.

(d) ACTIONS BY THE COMMISSION.—The Com-
mission shall prevent any person from vio-
lating title I in the same manner, by the
same means, and with the same jurisdiction,
powers, and duties as though all applicable
terms and provisions of the Federal Trade
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41 et seq.) were
incorporated into and made a part of this
Act. Any entity that violates any provision
of that subtitle is subject to the penalties
and entitled to the privileges and immuni-
ties provided in the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act in the same manner, by the same
means, and with the same jurisdiction,
power, and duties as though all applicable
terms and provisions of the Federal Trade
Commission Act were incorporated into and
made a part of that subtitle.

(e) DISPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES OB-
TAINED BY FTC ENFORCEMENT ACTION INVOLV-
ING NONSENSITIVE PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE
INFORMATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a civil penalty is im-
posed on an internet service provider, online
service provider, or commercial website op-
erator in an enforcement action brought by
the Commission for a violation of title I with
respect to nonsensitive personally identifi-
able information of users of the service or
website, the penalty shall be—

(A) paid to the Commission;
(B) held by the Commission in trust for

distribution under paragraph (2); and
(C) distributed in accordance with para-

graph (2).
(2) DISTRIBUTION TO USERS.—Under proce-

dures to be established by the Commission,
the Commission shall hold any amount re-
ceived as a civil penalty for violation of title
I for a period of not less than 180 days for dis-
tribution under those procedures to users—

(A) whose nonsensitive personally identifi-
able information was the subject of the vio-
lation; and

(B) who file claims with the Commission
for compensation for loss or damage from
the violation at such time, in such manner,
and containing such information as the Com-
mission may require.

(3) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The amount a
user may receive under paragraph (2)—

(i) shall not exceed $200; and
(ii) may be limited by the Commission as

necessary to afford each such user a reason-

able opportunity to secure that user’s appro-
priate portion of the amount available for
distribution.

(4) REMAINDER.—If the amount of any such
penalty held by the Commission exceeds the
sum of the amounts distributed under para-
graph (2) attributable to that penalty, the
excess shall be covered into the Treasury of
the United States as miscellaneous receipts
no later than 12 months after it was paid to
the Commission.

(f) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—
(1) PRESERVATION OF COMMISSION AUTHOR-

ITY.—Nothing contained in this subtitle shall
be construed to limit the authority of the
Commission under any other provision of
law.

(2) RELATION TO TITLE II OF COMMUNICATIONS
ACT.—Nothing in title I requires an operator
of a website or online service to take any ac-
tion that is inconsistent with the require-
ments of section 222 of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 222).

(3) RELATION TO TITLE VI OF COMMUNICA-
TIONS ACT.—Section 631 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 551) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(i) To the extent that the application of
any provision of this title to a cable operator
as an internet service provider, online serv-
ice provider, or operator of a commercial
website (as those terms are defined in sec-
tion 401 of the Online Personal Privacy Act)
with respect to the provision of Internet
service or online service, or the operation of
a commercial website, conflicts with the ap-
plication of any provision of that Act to such
provision or operation, the Act shall be ap-
plied in lieu of the conflicting provision of
this title.’’.
SEC. 203. ACTIONS BY USERS.

(a) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION FOR SENSITIVE
PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION.—If
an internet service provider, online service
provider, or commercial website operator
collects, discloses, or uses the sensitive per-
sonally identifiable information of any per-
son or fails to provide reasonable access to
or reasonable security for such sensitive per-
sonally identifiable information in violation
of any provision of title I then that person
may bring an action in a district court of the
United States of appropriate jurisdiction—

(1) to enjoin or restrain a violation of title
I or to obtain other appropriate relief; and

(2) upon a showing of actual harm to that
person caused by the violation, to recover
the greater of—

(A) the actual monetary loss from the vio-
lation; or

(B) $5,000.
(b) REPEATED VIOLATIONS.—If the court

finds, in an action brought under subsection
(a) to recover damages, that the defendant
repeatedly and knowingly violated title I,
the court may, in its discretion, increase the
amount of the award available under sub-
section (a)(2)(B) to an amount not in excess
of $100,000.

(c) EXCEPTION.—Neither an action to enjoin
or restrain a violation, nor an action to re-
cover for loss or damage, may be brought
under this section for the accidental disclo-
sure of information if the disclosure was
caused by an Act of God, unforeseeable net-
work or systems failure, or other event be-
yond the control of the Internet service pro-
vider, online service provider, or operator of
a commercial website.
SEC. 204. ACTIONS BY STATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) CIVIL ACTIONS.—In any case in which the

attorney general of a State has reason to be-
lieve that an interest of the residents of that
State has been or is threatened or adversely
affected by the engagement of any person in
a practice that violates title I, the State, as
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parens patriae, may bring a civil action on
behalf of the residents of the State in a dis-
trict court of the United States of appro-
priate jurisdiction—

(A) to enjoin that practice;
(B) to enforce compliance with the rule;
(C) to obtain damage, restitution, or other

compensation on behalf of residents of the
State; or

(D) to obtain such other relief as the court
may consider to be appropriate.

(2) NOTICE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Before filing an action

under paragraph (1), the attorney general of
the State involved shall provide to the
Commission—

(i) written notice of that action; and
(ii) a copy of the complaint for that action.
(B) EXEMPTION.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) shall

not apply with respect to the filing of an ac-
tion by an attorney general of a State under
this subsection, if the attorney general de-
termines that it is not feasible to provide the
notice described in that subparagraph before
the filing of the action.

(ii) NOTIFICATION.—In an action described
in clause (i), the attorney general of a State
shall provide notice and a copy of the com-
plaint to the Commission at the same time
as the attorney general files the action.

(b) INTERVENTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—On receiving notice under

subsection (a)(2), the Commission shall have
the right to intervene in the action that is
the subject of the notice.

(2) EFFECT OF INTERVENTION.—If the Com-
mission intervenes in an action under sub-
section (a), it shall have the right—

(A) to be heard with respect to any matter
that arises in that action; and

(B) to file a petition for appeal.
(c) CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes of bring-

ing any civil action under subsection (a),
nothing in this subtitle shall be construed to
prevent an attorney general of a State from
exercising the powers conferred on the attor-
ney general by the laws of that State to—

(1) conduct investigations;
(2) administer oaths or affirmations; or
(3) compel the attendance of witnesses or

the production of documentary and other
evidence.

(d) ACTIONS BY THE COMMISSION.—In any
case in which an action is instituted by or on
behalf of the Commission for violation of
title I, no State may, during the pendency of
that action, institute an action under sub-
section (a) against any defendant named in
the complaint in that action for violation of
that rule.

(e) VENUE; SERVICE OF PROCESS.—
(1) VENUE.—Any action brought under sub-

section (a) may be brought in the district
court of the United States that meets appli-
cable requirements relating to venue under
section 1391 of title 28, United States Code.

(2) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—In an action
brought under subsection (a), process may be
served in any district in which the
defendant—

(A) is an inhabitant; or
(B) may be found.

SEC. 205. WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—No internet service pro-

vider, online service provider, or commercial
website operator may discharge or otherwise
discriminate against any employee with re-
spect to compensation, terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment because the em-
ployee (or any person acting pursuant to the
request of the employee) provided informa-
tion to any Federal or State agency or to the
Attorney General of the United States or of
any State regarding a violation of any provi-
sion of title I.

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Any employee or
former employee who believes he has been

discharged or discriminated against in viola-
tion of subsection (a) may file a civil action
in the appropriate United States district
court before the close of the 2-year period be-
ginning on the date of such discharge or dis-
crimination. The complainant shall also file
a copy of the complaint initiating such ac-
tion with the appropriate Federal agency.

(c) REMEDIES.—If the district court deter-
mines that a violation of subsection (a) has
occurred, it may order the Internet service
provider, online service provider, or commer-
cial website operator that committed the
violation—

(1) to reinstate the employee to his former
position;

(2) to pay compensatory damages; or
(3) to take other appropriate actions to

remedy any past discrimination.
(d) LIMITATION.—The protections of this

section shall not apply to any employee
who—

(1) deliberately causes or participates in
the alleged violation; or

(2) knowingly or recklessly provides sub-
stantially false information to such an agen-
cy or the Attorney General.

(e) BURDENS OF PROOF.—The legal burdens
of proof that prevail under subchapter III of
chapter 12 of title 5, United States Code (5
U.S.C. 1221 et seq.) shall govern adjudication
of protected activities under this section.
SEC. 206. NO EFFECT ON OTHER REMEDIES.

The remedies provided by sections 203 and
204 are in addition to any other remedy
available under any provision of law.

TITLE III—APPLICATION TO CONGRESS
AND FEDERAL AGENCIES

SEC. 301. SENATE.
The Sergeant at Arms of the United States

Senate shall develop regulations setting
forth an information security and electronic
privacy policy governing use of the Internet
by officers and employees of the Senate that
meets the requirements of title I.
SEC. 302. APPLICATION TO FEDERAL AGENCIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), this Act applies to each Fed-
eral agency that is an internet service pro-
vider or an online service provider, or that
operates a website, to the extent provided by
section 2674 of title 28, United States Code.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—This Act does not apply
to any Federal agency to the extent that the
application of this Act would compromise
law enforcement activities or the adminis-
tration of any investigative, security, or
safety operation conducted in accordance
with Federal law.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) COLLECT.—The term ‘‘collect’’ means

the gathering of personally identifiable in-
formation about a user of an Internal serv-
ice, online service, or commercial website by
or on behalf of the provider or operator of
that service or website by any means, direct
or indirect, active or passive, including—

(A) an online request for such information
by the provider or operator, regardless of
how the information is transmitted to the
provider or operator;

(B) the use of a chat room, message board,
or other online service to gather the infor-
mation; or

(C) tracking or use of any identifying code
linked to a user of such a service or website,
including the use of cookies or other track-
ing technology.

(2) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’
means the Federal Trade Commission.

(3) COOKIE.—The term ‘‘cookie’’ means any
program, function, or device, commonly
known as a ‘‘cookie’’, that makes a record on
the user’s computer (or other electronic de-

vice) of that user’s access to an internet
service, online service, or commercial
website.

(4) DISCLOSE.—The term ‘‘disclose’’ means
the release of personally identifiable infor-
mation about a user of an Internet service,
online service, or commercial website by an
internet service provider, online service pro-
vider, or operator of a commercial website
for any purpose, except where such informa-
tion is provided to a person who provides
support for the internal operations of the
service or website and who does not disclose
or use that information for any other pur-
pose.

(5) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Federal
agency’’ means an agency, as that term is
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United
States Code.

(6) INTERNAL OPERATIONS SUPPORT.—The
term ‘‘support for the internal operations of
a service or website’’ means any activity
necessary to maintain the technical
functionality of that service or website.

(7) INTERNET.—The term ‘‘Internet’’ means
collectively the myriad of computer and
telecommunications facilities, including
equipment and operating software, which
comprise the interconnected world-wide net-
work of networks that employ the Trans-
mission Control Protocol/Internet Protocol,
or any predecessor or successor protocols to
such protocol, to communicate information
of all kinds by wire or radio.

(8) INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDER; ONLINE
SERVICE PROVIDER; WEBSITE.—The Commis-
sion shall by rule define the terms ‘‘internet
service provider’’, ‘‘online service provider’’,
and ‘‘website’’, and shall revise or amend
such rule to take into account changes in
technology, practice, or procedure with re-
spect to the collection of personal informa-
tion over the Internet.

(9) ONLINE.—The term ‘‘online’’ refers to
any activity regulated by this Act or by sec-
tion 2710 of title 18, United States Code, that
is effected by active or passive use of an
Internet connection, regardless of the me-
dium by or through which that connection is
established.

(10) OPERATOR OF A COMMERCIAL WEBSITE.—
The term ‘‘operator of a commercial
website’’—

(A) means any person who operates a
website located on the Internet or an online
service and who collects or maintains per-
sonal information from or about the users of
or visitors to such website or online service,
or on whose behalf such information is col-
lected or maintained, where such website or
online service is operated for commercial
purposes, including any person offering prod-
ucts or services for sale through that website
or online service, involving commerce—

(i) among the several States or with 1 or
more foreign nations;

(ii) in any territory of the United States or
in the District of Columbia, or between any
such territory and—

(I) another such territory; or
(II) any State or foreign nation; or
(iii) between the District of Columbia and

any State, territory, or foreign nation; but
(B) does not include any nonprofit entity

that would otherwise be exempt from cov-
erage under section 5 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45).

(11) PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMA-
TION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘personally
identifiable information’’ means individually
identifiable information about an individual
collected online, including—

(i) a first and last name, whether given at
birth or adoption, assumed, or legally
changed;
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(ii) a home or other physical address in-

cluding street name and name of a city or
town;

(iii) an e-mail address;
(iv) a telephone number;
(v) a birth certificate number;
(vi) any other identifier for which the Com-

mission finds there is a substantial likeli-
hood that the identifier would permit the
physical or online contacting of a specific in-
dividual; or

(vii) information that an Internet service
provider, online service provider, or operator
of a commercial website collects and com-
bines with an identifier described in clauses
(i) through (vi) of this subparagraph.

(B) INFERENTIAL INFORMATION EXCLUDED.—
Information about an individual derived or
inferred from data collected online but not
actually collected online is not personally
identifiable information.

(12) RELEASE.—The term ‘‘release of per-
sonally identifiable information’’ means the
direct or indirect, sharing, selling, renting,
or other provision of personally identifiable
information of a user of an internet service,
online service, or commercial website to any
other person other than the user.

(13) ROBUST NOTICE.—The term ‘‘robust no-
tice’’ means actual notice at the point of col-
lection of the personally identifiable infor-
mation describing briefly and succinctly the
intent of the Internet service provider, on-
line service provider, or operator of a com-
mercial website to use or disclose that infor-
mation for marketing or other purposes.

(14) SENSITIVE FINANCIAL INFORMATION.—
The term ‘‘sensitive financial information’’
means—

(A) the amount of income earned or losses
suffered by an individual;

(B) an individual’s account number or bal-
ance information for a savings, checking,
money market, credit card, brokerage, or
other financial services account;

(C) the access code, security password, or
similar mechanism that permits access to an
individual’s financial services account;

(D) an individual’s insurance policy infor-
mation, including the existence, premium,
face amount, or coverage limits of an insur-
ance policy held by or for the benefit of an
individual; or

(E) an individual’s outstanding credit card,
debt, or loan obligations.

(15) SENSITIVE PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE IN-
FORMATION.—The term ‘‘sensitive personally
identifiable information’’ means personally
identifiable information about an
individual’s—

(A) individually identifiable health infor-
mation (as defined in section 164.501 of title
45, Code of Federal Regulations);

(B) race or ethnicity;
(C) political party affiliation;
(D) religious beliefs;
(E) sexual orientation;
(F) a Social Security number; or
(G) sensitive financial information.

SEC. 402. EFFECTIVE DATE OF TITLE I.
Title I of this Act takes effect on the day

after the date on which the Commission pub-
lishes a final rule under section 403.
SEC. 403. FTC RULEMAKING.

The Commission shall—
(1) initiate a rulemaking within 90 days

after the date of enactment of this Act for
regulations to implement the provisions of
title I; and

(2) complete that rulemaking within 270
days after initiating it.
SEC. 404. FTC REPORT.

(a) REPORT.—The Commission shall submit
a report to the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation and the
House of Representatives Committee on
Commerce 18 months after the effective date
of title I, and annually thereafter, on—

(1) whether this Act is accomplishing the
purposes for which it was enacted;

(2) whether technology that protects pri-
vacy is being utilized in the marketplace in
such a manner as to facilitate administra-
tion of and compliance with title I;

(3) whether additional legislation is re-
quired to accomplish those purposes or im-
prove the administrability or effectiveness of
this Act;

(4) whether legislation is appropriate or
necessary to regulate the collection, use, and
distribution of personally identifiable infor-
mation collected other than via the Internet;

(5) whether and how the government might
assist industry in developing standard online
privacy notices that substantially comply
with the requirements of section 102(a);

(6) whether and how the creation of a set of
self-regulatory guidelines established by
independent safe harbor organizations and
approved by the Commission would facilitate
administration of and compliance with title
I; and

(7) whether additional legislation is nec-
essary or appropriate to regulate the collec-
tion, use, and disclosure of personally identi-
fiable information collected online before
the effective date of title I.

(b) FTC NOTICE OF INQUIRY.—The Commis-
sion shall initiate a notice of inquiry within
90 days after the date of enactment of this
Act to request comment on the matter de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (7) of sub-
section (a).
SEC. 405. DEVELOPMENT OF AUTOMATED PRI-

VACY CONTROLS.
Section 20 of the National Institute of

Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C.
278g–3) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(d) DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNET PRIVACY
PROGRAM.—The Institute shall encourage
and support the development of one or more
computer programs, protocols, or other soft-
ware, such as the World Wide Web Consor-
tium’s P3P program, capable of being in-
stalled on computers, or computer networks,
with Internet access that would reflect the
user’s preferences for protecting personally-
identifiable or other sensitive, privacy-re-
lated information, and automatically exe-
cute the program, once activated, without
requiring user intervention.’’.

Mr. CLELAND. Madam President,
just last week I read an article that de-
scribed the practice of online compa-
nies placing prices on people’s personal
information in order to raise revenue.
When the Internet revolution began, I
do not believe anyone thought the buy-
ing and selling of our personal informa-
tion would be where these companies
would turn when they began to experi-
ence difficulties in the financial mar-
kets. My constituents have expressed
to me their concerns over such prac-
tices, and I have responded by co-spon-
soring Senator HOLLINGS’ bi-partisan
legislation to enact reasonable privacy
standards on personal information
gathered on-line.

In May 2000, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, FTC, issued its third report to
Congress on the state of online privacy.
Due to the fact that there remained a
great deal of concern by consumers
over how their information is used by
online companies, so much so that
some consumers provided false infor-
mation or did not utilize the commer-

cial aspects of the Internet altogether,
the FTC recommended legislation to
establish online privacy guidelines. In-
troduction of this legislation is a step
in the right direction, and a step closer
to the FTC’s recommendation.

This bill calls for sensitive, person-
ally identifiable information, such as
health information, race, religion, and
social security number, to be protected
by requiring consumers to provide af-
firmative consent for this information
to be shared; in other words, they must
‘‘opt in.’’ Under our proposal, the treat-
ment of non-sensitive, personally iden-
tifiable information must be described
through strict, robust notice in plain
English. After some consumers re-
ceived their privacy policies required
by the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, they
thought it would be easier to under-
stand the tax code.

An important provision in the Hol-
lings measure modeled on allowing
consumers to access their credit report
information would allow online con-
sumers to access and correct any incor-
rect information companies may be
listing. Additionally, to monitor the ef-
fectiveness of this legislation, the bill
calls for the FTC to report to Congress
on this matter and to recommend any
needed changes in its provisions.

I am pleased to be an original cospon-
sor of this legislation which I believe
moves us in the right direction to actu-
ally grow the Internet and its capa-
bility for commerce by easing people’s
fears over how their names, addresses,
social security numbers and other im-
portant information will be secured.
The Internet’s possibilities are only be-
ginning to be realized. In the business
world, it creates an easy way to share
information and conduct transactions.
However, if the information is personal
in nature, I, along with many of my
colleagues, believe people deserve and
are indeed entitled to expect the oppor-
tunity to elect whether to have that
information shared or not, and in all
cases for it to be securely monitored. I
am proud to lend my support to this
important bill.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 2205. A bill to amend title 38,

United States Code, to clarify the enti-
tlement to disability compensation of
women veterans who have service-con-
nected mastectomies, to provide per-
manent authority for counseling and
treatment for sexual trauma, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I introduce legislation today that
would help VA continue to meet the
needs of veterans who experienced sex-
ual trauma while serving in the mili-
tary. This legislation would also ex-
tend special compensation to women
veterans whose service led to the loss
of all or part of a breast, and would
help us understand better how well VA
is meeting the health care needs of
women veterans.

Almost a decade ago, the Committee
on Veterans Affairs took a hard look at
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the growing needs of women veterans
in a hearing that helped VA improve
its women’s health care and services.
Many studies grew from this hearing,
including investigations that showed
that women veterans are eight times
more likely to report having experi-
enced sexual assault during military
service than women civilians of the
same age.

In 1992, Congress authorized VA to
provide counseling to women who expe-
rienced sexual trauma during active
military service. Two years later, rec-
ognizing that sexual trauma is not lim-
ited to women, Congress expanded VA’s
mandate to offer counseling and treat-
ment to victims of sexual harassment
or sexual assault without regard to
gender. The Veterans Millennium
Health Care and Benefits Act of 1999
broadened VA’s responsibilities toward
victims of sexual trauma even farther,
strengthening outreach efforts and ex-
tending the programs through Decem-
ber 2004.

VA has worked, internally and with
the Department of Defense, to educate
health care professionals about the
physical and emotional legacies of
military sexual trauma. Those who
have endured such trauma need coun-
seling and appropriate treatment, both
during and following service. Although
we must hope that education will
eliminate sexual violence from our
forces, the sad reality is that the pro-
grams that VA has established will
continue to be needed. The legislation I
introduce today would authorize VA to
continue its counseling and treatment
programs for veterans who have experi-
enced military sexual trauma beyond
2004, so that veterans and health care
professionals can depend upon these
critical services.

The Committee on Veterans Affairs
continues to await VA’s report on rates
of military sexual trauma among Na-
tional Guard and Reservists, mandated
in the Millennium Act and due in
March 2001, to make a sound decision
on the need for counseling services
among these forces who might have ex-
perienced sexual trauma while on ac-
tive duty for training.

Last year, Congress authorized VA to
offer special monthly compensation to
women who had lost one or both
breasts, including through surgical
treatment, as a result of their military
service. VA recently issued regulations
addressing this, which would require
complete loss of a breast through sim-
ple or radical mastectomy in order to
make a woman eligible for benefits.
The intent of Congress in passing this
legislation was to acknowledge that
women who undergo such procedures
face physical, emotional, and financial
challenges in returning to health. The
need for increased medical attention,
and concomitant impairment in daily
activities, remains consistent, whether
the loss of a breast is complete or par-
tial. Therefore, the legislation that I
offer here would extend benefits to
women veterans who have lost half or

more of a breast’s tissue as a result of
military service, rather than drawing
an arbitrary clinical line for compensa-
tion.

According to the Veterans Health
Administration, women veterans now
make up about 5 percent of enrolled
veterans, a percentage that is expected
to double over the next two decades.
We must ensure that women veterans
enjoy access to the best possible health
care, including for gender-specific med-
ical conditions, in the most appro-
priate setting. One of the challenges
that Congress and VA face in assessing
how well the needs of women veterans
are being met is understanding exactly
what services women veterans require,
and whether these are being offered by
VA’s medical facilities.

Many of the advances VA has made
in improving women’s care and services
has resulted from the hard work of the
Women Veterans Coordinators who
work within VA’s medical centers.
These coordinators assist women vet-
erans who seek VA medical care, and
help VA understand which needs still
go unmet, frequently as a collateral
portion of their jobs, while facing
many competing demands on their
time. As VA health care evolves from a
primarily hospital-based system to a
network of outpatient clinics, women
veterans coordinators face an even
more complex set of tasks and a shift-
ing geography of care.

Women veterans increasingly receive
care within general outpatient clinics
rather than in women’s clinics, an
issue of special concern as women may
comprise only a tiny part of the case-
load for VA’s general practitioners, un-
like the private sector where women
make up half or more of a doctor’s pa-
tients, resulting in less expertise in
women’s health. The legislation I offer
here would request a report on how
many clinics and health care teams re-
main dedicated specifically to the
needs of women veterans, and how
many hours per week Women Veterans
Coordinators can allocate to serving
women veterans.

In 1983, Congress responded to the
needs of the growing number of women
veterans by establishing the Advisory
Committee on Women Veterans. This
committee advises the Secretary of VA
on the adequacy of programs for
women veterans, and helps ensure that
women veterans have the same access
to services and benefits as their male
counterparts. Early this year, the Sec-
retary renewed the charter for the Ad-
visory Committee on Women Veterans.
I hope my colleagues will join me in
acknowledging both the Secretary’s de-
cision to foster this essential voice,
and the service of the men and women
who share their time and experience
with VA on behalf of all women vet-
erans. Together, VA and the advisory
committee have worked to be sure that
VA can offer women veterans the serv-
ices they need and the respect they
have earned.

I ask that the text of the bill and a
list of the membership of the Advisory

Committee on Women Veterans be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:

S. 2205
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION OF ENTITLEMENT TO

WARTIME DISABILITY COMPENSA-
TION FOR WOMEN VETERANS WHO
HAVE SERVICE-CONNECTED
MASTECTOMIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1114(k) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
‘‘of half or more of the tissue’’ after ‘‘ana-
tomical loss’’ the second place it appears.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
shall apply with respect to months that
begin on or after that date.
SEC. 2. PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR COUN-

SELING AND TREATMENT FOR SEX-
UAL TRAUMA.

Section 1720D of title 38, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘During

the period through December 31, 2004, the
Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘, during
the period through December 31, 2004,’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘estab-

lishment and’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘estab-

lishing a program’’ and inserting ‘‘operating
a program’’.
SEC. 3. REPORT ON FURNISHING OF HEALTH

CARE TO WOMEN VETERANS BY VET-
ERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall
submit to the Committees on Veterans’ Af-
fairs of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the furnishing by
the Veterans Health Administration of
health care for women veterans.

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report under
subsection (a) shall set forth the following:

(1) A list of each Women Veterans’ Com-
prehensive Health Center within the Vet-
erans Health Administration, including
whether such Center is located in a Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs medical center or
outpatient clinic.

(2) For each Center listed under paragraph
(1)—

(A) the staffing level of such Center, ex-
pressed in terms of number of full-time
equivalent employees (FTEEs);

(B) the health care services furnished by
such Center to women veterans, including
the health care services (including breast
cancer screening and cervical cancer screen-
ing) that are furnished only for women; and

(C) the number of women veterans fur-
nished health care services by such Center
during the last fiscal year ending before the
date of the report.

(3) A list of each facility without a Women
Veterans’ Comprehensive Health Center that
furnishes health care services to women vet-
erans through a full-service womens’ pri-
mary care team, including whether such fa-
cility is located in a Department medical
center or outpatient clinic.

(4) For each facility listed under paragraph
(3)—

(A) the staffing level of such facility for
the furnishing of health care services to
women veterans, expressed in terms of num-
ber of full-time equivalent employees
(FTEEs);
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(B) the health care services furnished by

such facility to women veterans, including
the health care services (including breast
cancer screening and cervical cancer screen-
ing) that are furnished only for women; and

(C) the number of women veterans fur-
nished health care services by such facility
during the last fiscal year ending before the
date of the report.

(5) For each Veterans Integrated Service
Network and Department medical center,
the number of hours per week that the
Women Veterans’ Coordinator of such net-
work or medical center, as the case may be,
is authorized to perform duties relating to
the furnishing of health care services to
women veterans.

CURRENT MEMBERSHIP OF THE VA ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ON WOMEN VETERANS (AS OF
JANUARY 2002)
Karen L. Ray, RN, MSN, Chair 2000–2002,

Colonel, USA (Retired).
Constance G. Evans, RN, ARNP, Co-Chair

2000–2002, Commander, USPHS (Retired).
Marsha Tansey Four, USA.
Bertha Cruz Hall, USAF.
Marcelite J. Harris, Major General, USAF

(Retired).
Edward E. Hartman, USA.
Consuelo C. Kickbusch, Lieutenant Colo-

nel, USA (Retired).
Kathy LaSauce, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

(Retired).
M Joy Mann, Captain, US Air Force Re-

serve.
Lory Manning, Captain, USN (Retired).
Michele (Mitzi) Manning, Colonel, USMC

(Retired).
Kahleen A. Morrissey, RN, BSN, Colonel,

NJ. Army National Guard.
Joan O’Connor, Commander, Naval Reserve

(Retired).
Sheryl Schmidt, USAF.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself,
Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. GRASS-
LEY):

S. 2207. A bill to permit an individual
to be treated by a health care practi-
tioner with any method of medical
treatment such individual requests,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
last year I introduced S. 1378, the Ac-
cess to Medical Treatment Act of 2001.
This bill would allow patients to use
certain alternative and complementary
therapies not approved by the FDA.

Alternative therapies constitute an
increasingly accepted part of medicine.
At the National Institutes of Health’s
Office of Alternative Medicine, sci-
entists are working to expand our
knowledge of alternative therapies and
their safe and effective use. Addition-
ally, more Americans are turning to al-
ternative therapies in those frustrating
instances in which conventional treat-
ments seem to be ineffective in com-
bating illness and disease.

The Access to Medical Treatment
Act support patient choice while main-
taining important patient safeguards.
It allows individuals, especially those
who face life-threatening afflictions for
which conventional treatments have
proven ineffective, to try an alter-
native treatment. This is a choice
rightly made by patients.

Treatments covered under the Access
to Medical Treatment Act must be pre-

scribed by an authorized health care
practitioner. The practitioner must
fully disclose all available information
about the safety and effectiveness of
any medical treatment, including ques-
tions that remain unanswered because
the necessary research has not been
conducted. The bill includes detailed
informed consent requirements.

The bill carefully restricts the abil-
ity of practitioners to advertise or
market unapproved drugs or devices or
to profit financially from prescribing
alternative treatments. This provision
was included to ensure that practi-
tioners keep the best interests of pa-
tients in mind and to retain incentives
for seeking FDA approval.

The bill also protects patients by re-
quiring practitioners to report any ad-
verse reaction that could potentially
have been caused by an unapproved
drug or medical device. If an adverse
reaction is reported, manufacture and
distribution of the drug must cease
pending an investigation. If it is deter-
mined that the adverse reaction was
caused by the drug or medical device,
as part of a total recall, the Secretary
of the Department of Health and
Human Services and the manufacturer
have the duty to inform all health care
practitioners to whom the drug or med-
ical device has been provided.

While I believe that S. 1378 would
give patients important new choices in
health care while maintaining strong
consumer protections, there has been
little discussion or attention given to
the issue. Meanwhile, some advocates
of greater access to alternative thera-
pies have urged me to reintroduce a
version of the Access to Medical Treat-
ment Act similar to the one I and 13
other senators introduced during the
105th Congress in an effort to stimulate
further discussion of this important
policy issue. This measure includes less
detail than S. 1378 but embodies the
same goal of making alternative treat-
ments more available to patients who
want them.

I continue to believe that S. 1378,
with its detailed informed consent and
practitioner reporting requirements, is
the version of the Access to Medical
Treatment Act that provides the ap-
propriate vehicle for legislative debate,
and I am hopeful that the bill Senators
HARKIN, GRASSLEY, and I are intro-
ducing today will generate momentum
to get that debate started.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 2209. A bill to amend title 38,

United States Code, to provide an addi-
tional program of service disabled vet-
erans’ insurance for veterans, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I am tremendously pleased to in-
troduce legislation that would estab-
lish a new service-disabled veterans life
insurance program. Named in honor of
Robert Carey, former Director of the
Philadelphia Regional Office and Insur-
ance Center until his untimely death in

1990, this bill will improve enormously
the life insurance options available to
those veterans who are unable to pur-
chase commercial policies because they
became disabled in service to our Na-
tion. I look forward to its swift pas-
sage.

Since 1919, the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs has provided life insur-
ance for servicemembers and veterans
in various amounts and with varying
degrees of success, but with the over-
arching purpose of providing them with
an insurance benefit comparable to the
commercial coverage that they are un-
able to purchase due to their service in
the Armed Forces. Unfortunately, as
described in the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs’ Program Evaluation of
Benefits for Survivors of Veterans with
Service-connected Disabilities, which
was released last May, the current
Service-Disabled Veterans Insurance,
or SDVI, program does not sufficiently
fulfill this purpose. .

The SDVI program insures service-
disabled veterans who, but for their
service-connected disability, would be
eligible for commercial life insurance.
The basic policy currently provides up
to $10,000 in coverage. Veterans who
are deemed totally disabled are eligible
for an additional $20,000 in supple-
mental coverage and may apply to
have the premium on their initial
$10,000 policy waived.

However, according to VA’s report,
the current SDVI program uses mor-
tality tables from 1941 to determine the
premiums paid by its policyholders.
This has led to premiums nearly four
times greater than those paid by non-
veterans. While SDVI policyholders
would generally expect to pay some-
what higher premiums, many veterans
still cited this extremely high cost as a
major reason for not purchasing an
SDVI policy. In light of this fact, it is
not difficult to understand why only 3.5
percent of those eligible actually take
advantage of the current SDVI pro-
gram.

Also cited as a reason for non-partici-
pation was the limited benefit avail-
able under the current SDVI program.
According to VA’s report, the typical
private sector employee possesses a life
insurance policy two to three times his
or her annual income, and most finan-
cial planners recommend even more
coverage than that. However, half of
all SDVI beneficiaries report receiving
less than $15,000 in total insurance ben-
efits from the loss of a loved one. On
average, only $9,000 of this comes from
their SDVI policy. Forty percent of all
SDVI beneficiaries sole source of in-
come are the benefits provided by VA.
Their lack of other coverage, combined
with the very limited benefit currently
available through the current SDVI
program, leaves disabled veterans woe-
fully under-insured. We simply cannot
accept this situation.

This bill would create a new life in-
surance program for service-disabled
veterans offering as much as $50,000 in
coverage at a price comparable to that
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of commercial coverage. It would also
bring the premiums charged under the
current SDVI program more in line
with commercial policies by updating
the mortality tables VA uses to set its
rates.

The motto of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs is ‘‘To care for him that
has borne the battle and for his widow
and orphan.’’ By introducing the ‘‘Rob-
ert Carey Service-Disabled Veterans
Insurance Act of 2002,’’ I propose that
we take yet another step toward ful-
filling the obligation embodied in those
words, and I encourage my colleagues
to join with me in supporting this very
important bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2209
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Robert
Carey Service Disabled Veterans’ Insurance
Act of 2002’’.
SEC. 2. ADDITIONAL PROGRAM OF SERVICE DIS-

ABLED VETERANS’ INSURANCE FOR
VETERANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subchapter I of chap-
ter 19 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after section 1922A the
following new section:
‘‘§ 1922B. Service disabled veterans’ insur-

ance: level premium term insurance
‘‘(a) Subject to the provisions of this sec-

tion, any person described in subsection (b)
shall, upon payment of premiums as provided
in subsection (f), be granted insurance by the
United States against the death of such per-
son occurring while such insurance is in
force.

‘‘(b) A person described in this subsection
is any person as follows:

‘‘(1) A person insured under section 1922(a)
of this title if such person applies for insur-
ance under this section within the times pro-
vided for under paragraphs (2) and (3) of sub-
section (e).

‘‘(2) A person (other than a person de-
scribed in paragraph (1)) who—

‘‘(A) is released from active military,
naval, or air service, under other than dis-
honorable conditions;

‘‘(B) is found by the Secretary to be suf-
fering from a disability or disabilities for
which compensation would be payable if 10
per cent or more in degree;

‘‘(C) except for the disability or disabilities
referred to in subparagraph (B), would be in-
surable according to standards of good
health established by the Secretary; and

‘‘(D) has not attained the age of 65 years as
of the date of application for insurance under
this section.

‘‘(c)(1) Insurance under this section for a
person described in subsection (b)(1) is in ad-
dition to the insurance of such person under
section 1922(a) of this title and the insur-
ance, if any, of such person under section
1922A of this title.

‘‘(2) A person deemed insured under section
1922(b) of this title is not eligible for or enti-
tled to insurance under this section.

‘‘(d)(1)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B) and
except as provided in paragraph (3), the
amount for which a person described by sub-
section (b)(1) is insured under this section
shall, at the election of the person, be—

‘‘(i) $45,000; or
‘‘(ii) an amount less than $45,000, but more

than $5,000, that is evenly divisible by $5,000.
‘‘(B) The amount of insurance elected

under this paragraph by a person described
by subsection (b)(1) may not cause the aggre-
gate amount of insurance of the person
under this section and sections 1922(a) and
1922A of this title to exceed $50,000.

‘‘(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3),
the amount for which a person described by
subsection (b)(2) is insured under this section
shall, at the election of the person, be—

‘‘(A) $50,000; or
‘‘(B) an amount less than $50,000, but more

than $5,000, that is evenly divisible by $5,000.
‘‘(3) Upon attaining the age of 70 years, the

amount for which a person is insured under
this section shall be the amount equal to 20
percent of the amount otherwise elected by
the person under paragraph (1) or (2), as ap-
plicable.

‘‘(e)(1) A person seeking insurance under
this section shall submit to the Secretary an
application in writing for such insurance.

‘‘(2) The application of a person under
paragraph (1) shall be submitted not later
than 10 years after the date of the release of
the person from active military, naval, or air
service.

‘‘(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the application of a person under para-
graph (1) shall be submitted not later than
two years after the date on which the Sec-
retary finds the service-connection for the
disability or disabilities of the person on
which the application is based.

‘‘(B) In the case of a person shown by evi-
dence satisfactory to the Secretary to have
been mentally incompetent during any part
of the two-year period otherwise applicable
to the person under subparagraph (A), an ap-
plication for insurance under this section
shall be filed not later than the earlier of—

‘‘(i) two years after a guardian for the per-
son is appointed; or

‘‘(ii) two years after the removal of such
disability or disabilities, as determined by
the Secretary.

‘‘(f)(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2)
and (3), a person insured under this section
shall pay premiums for such insurance as de-
termined under paragraph (4).

‘‘(2) The provisions of section 1912 of this
title shall apply with respect to payment of
premiums for insurance under this section.

‘‘(3) A person shall not be required to pay
premiums for insurance under this section
after attaining the age of 70 years.

‘‘(4) The premium rates for insurance
under this section shall be level, and shall be
based on the Commissioners 1980 Standard
Ordinary Basic Table of Mortality and inter-
est at the rate of 5 per cent per annum.

‘‘(5) All premiums and other collections for
insurance under this section shall be cred-
ited directly to a revolving fund in the
Treasury established for purposes of this sec-
tion, and any payments on such insurance
shall be made directly from such fund.

‘‘(g)(1) Except as otherwise provided in this
section, insurance under this section shall be
issued on the same terms and conditions as
are contained in standard policies of Na-
tional Service Life Insurance, except that in-
surance issued under this section shall have
no loan value or extended values.

‘‘(2) All settlements on insurance under
this section shall be paid in a lump sum.

‘‘(h) Insurance under this section may be
referred to as ‘Robert Carey Service Disabled
Veterans’ Insurance’.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 19 of that title is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 1922A
the following new item:
‘‘1922B. Service disabled veterans’ insurance:

level premium term insur-
ance.’’.

(b) COORDINATION WITH CURRENT SERVICE
DISABLED VETERANS’ INSURANCE PROGRAM.—
Section 1922 of title 38, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) A person deemed insured under this
subsection is not eligible for or entitled to
insurance under section 1922B of this title.’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(d) A person insured under subsection (a)
may also be eligible for insurance under sec-
tion 1922B of this title in accordance with
the provisions of that section.’’.

(c) OTHER AMENDMENTS TO CURRENT SERV-
ICE DISABLED VETERANS’ INSURANCE PRO-
GRAM.—Subsection (a) of such section 1922 is
amended by striking ‘‘Commissioners 1941
Standard Ordinary Table of Mortality and
interest at the rate of 21⁄4 per centum per
annum’’ each place it appears in paragraphs
(1) and (2) and inserting ‘‘Commissioners 1980
Standard Ordinary Basic Table of Mortality
and interest at the rate of 5 per cent per
annum’’.

(d) REVIEW OF APPLICABILITY OF MORTALITY
TABLES.—(1) The Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall, from time to time, evaluate the
standard ordinary table of mortality being
used for purposes of service disabled vet-
erans’ insurance under sections 1922 and
1922B of title 38, United States Code, in order
to determine whether such table of mor-
tality continues to be suitable for such pur-
poses.

(2) If as the result of an evaluation under
paragraph (1) the Secretary determines that
the standard ordinary table of mortality
being used for purposes of insurance referred
to in that paragraph is no longer suitable for
such purposes, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs of the
Senate and the House of Representatives a
report setting forth that determination and
including a recommendation for an alter-
native standard ordinary table of mortality
to be used for such purposes.

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall prescribe regulations for
purposes of administering section 1922B of
title 38, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), and for purposes of admin-
istering the amendments to section 1922 of
that title made by subsections (b) and (c).
Such regulations shall take effect on October
1, 2003.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
REVOLVING FUND.—There is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated for the Department
of Veterans Affairs for the revolving fund es-
tablished pursuant to subsection (f)(5) of sec-
tion 1922B of title 38, United States Code (as
added by subsection (a) of this section), such
sums as may be necessary for purposes of
that section.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) through (c) shall
take effect on October 1, 2003.

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
CHAFFEE, and Mr. DEWINE):

S. 2210. A bill to amend the Inter-
national Financial Institutions Act to
provide for modification of the En-
hanced Heavily Indebted Poor Coun-
tries (HIPC) Initiative; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I rise
today, along with my colleague, Sen-
ator SANTORUM, to introduce legisla-
tion to reform the way we provide debt
relief for the poorest nations of the
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world. We are joined in this effort by
Senators KERRY, FRIST, SARBANES,
CHAFEE, and DEWINE.

Earlier today, our friends from the
House, CHRIS SMITH, JOHN LAFALCE,
SPENCER BAUCUS, MAXINE WATERS,
BARNEY FRANK met with us to an-
nounce the introduction of companion
legislation on their side of the Hill.

Looking around at that group of peo-
ple, it would be fair to wonder what we
all have in common. Some days, not
much. Today, however, what we have
in common is a shared concern about
the fate of the men, women, and chil-
dren in the poorest countries of the
world.

It is true that the war on terrorism
has brought home to us more clearly
than before that conditions of grinding
poverty in the rest of the world are ig-
nored at our peril. Common sense tells
us that our national security is at risk
in a world where millions of people
have little to live for, and are ripe for
the seductions of radical, even violent
action against the desperate conditions
they face every day.

As Tom Friedman has said in another
context, if you don’t visit the bad
neighborhoods, they will visit you.

But that cannot be the only reason
that we all share a concern about pov-
erty in the underdeveloped countries of
the world. All of the world’s great reli-
gions charge us to look after each
other, and show special concern for
those who need it most.

Common decency recoils at the con-
ditions of disease and deprivation faced
by others while we are so blessed with
abundance here.

Common sense, and common decency.
That is what brought us all together
today.

Few things offend both common
sense and common decency more than
the situations faced by the poor coun-
tries of the world who lack the re-
sources to provide the most basic pub-
lic health care and the most basic edu-
cation, but yet still send money to the
international financial institutions es-
tablished by the wealthiest nations of
the world.

They send two billion dollars a year
here to Washington, home of the World
Bank and the International Monetary
Fund, and to the regional development
banks around the world, to pay interest
on loans they have taken out over the
years, money that they desperately
need for basic human services.

We set up those institutions to pro-
mote conditions for global economic
growth and stability, and to promote
economic development. And they do
many good things. But the blessings
that came when those loans went out
to poor countries in many cases have
turned into a curse. Now many of those
countries are stuck in a debt trap,
where payments to simply service the
interest on those loans weaken their
ability to provide the kind of essential
public services needed for basic human
existence, much less sustainable eco-
nomic growth.

Tragically, most of the countries
with the greatest debt burdens are
among the worst victims of the HIV/
AIDS epidemic. The resources needed
in African countries in the fight
against HIV/AIDS are already beyond
their reach. The burden of debt makes
that fight even harder.

Two years ago, the United States
joined with the other members of the
IMF and the World Bank to reduce the
debt burdens of the Heavily Indebted
Poor Countries. The world’s churches
led that fight, the Jubilee 2000 fight, to
undo some of the harm done by this
cycle of debt. I was proud to be part of
that effort.

The result was a real improvement in
the debt situation of many countries.
Our experience with that program
shows that the money we free up with
debt relief really does go for the impor-
tant services the poor citizens of these
countries really need.

As a matter of fact, about 40 percent
of the debt savings in those countries
is going for education, and 25 percent
for health care.

But realistically, these countries will
still be stuck in a debt trap far into the
future.

In fact, just this week the Bank and
the Fund honestly admitted that under
the current formula, many countries
will simply not reach a sustainable
level of debt. James Wolfenson, Presi-
dent of the World Bank, has said that
he is considering deeper debt relief to
achieve the goals of the existing HIPC
program. The legislation I am intro-
ducing today with Senator SANTORUM
will make success under that HIPC pro-
gram more likely.

Specifically, for the many countries
facing a public health crisis, such as
the HIV/AIDS epidemic, we say that no
more than five percent of their budgets
should go to service their debt to the
international financial institutions.
For those who do not face such a crisis,
debt service should exceed no more
than ten percent of their budget.

While the existing HIPC program sets
a sustainable level of debt at 150 per-
cent of a country’s income from ex-
ports, our bill says that it is also im-
portant to measure the debt burden
against a country’s budget, as well.
That’s the best way to see the real im-
pact on a country’s ability to meet its
own pressing domestic needs.

In fact, given the deep problems the
eligible nations have with trade—most
of them export basic commodities
whose prices have been declining—
using export income should not be the
sole basis for determining their ability
to pay. The HIPC program currently
assumes that the eligible countries will
enjoy much higher growth in that ex-
port income than they have ever been
able to achieve. That is a formula for
disappointment.

Deeper debt relief, more sustainable
debt levels, measured by a country’s
actual ability to pay as a share of its
budget, that is what our legislation
would establish as the U.S. negotiating

position at the Bank and the Fund. If
those reforms are adopted, an addi-
tional billion dollars a year of debt
service will be lifted from the poorest
nations.

This weekend, the Bank and the
Fund will be meeting here in Wash-
ington, and I expect those very issues
will be under discussion. The legisla-
tion we are introducing today offers a
way to achieve the original goals of
debt relief, and the goals of our own
foreign policy in the developing world.

Common sense, and common decency,
should help us find some common
ground to achieve those goals. The
broad coalition of support this legisla-
tion already enjoys tells me that we
can succeed.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for him-
self and Mr. CLELAND):

S. 2211. A bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to apply the addi-
tional retired pay percentage for ex-
traordinary heroism to the computa-
tion of the retired pay of enlisted mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who are re-
tired for any reason, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise today to introduce the Her-
oism Pay Equality Act. This legisla-
tion will restore fairness and equality
to our country’s retired military re-
servists who have been cited for ex-
traordinary heroism, by affording them
the same entitlements offered to their
active component counterparts. Cur-
rent law awards members with between
20 and 30 years of service who have
been cited for extraordinary heroism in
the line of duty an additional 10 per-
cent to their retirement pay for their
heroic acts. Typically, this equates to
a service member who has received the
Medal of Honor, the Distinguished
Service Cross, or the Navy Cross. Yet a
service member who has been awarded
one of these medals, and whose retire-
ment eligibility was achieved in the
Reserves, is not recognized with the
same benefit.

This bill erases this injustice, and is
offered in the spirit of fairness to the
total force. The United States is in-
creasingly reliant on the Reserve com-
ponent of the armed service to meet
the challenges that face our military.
Reserve and National Guard units have
served with distinction in Bosnia,
Kosovo, the Middle East, and are doing
so today in Afghanistan and countless
locations across the United States as
part of our global war on terrorism.
The additional pay for heroic acts is
awarded for the act itself and has noth-
ing to do with the component in which
retirement eligibility was achieved.
Thus, to honor our Nation’s military
reservists, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this
legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the legislation, which Senator
CLELAND and I are introducing today,
be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2211
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. EXPANDED APPLICABILITY OF ADDI-

TIONAL RETIRED PAY FOR EX-
TRAORDINARY HEROISM.

(a) ARMY.—Section 3991(a)(2) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘If a member who is retired
under section 3914 of this title’’ and inserting
‘‘If an enlisted member entitled to monthly
retired pay under this subtitle’’; and

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the
following new sentence: ‘‘The first sentence
does not apply with respect to retired pay
computed under section 12733 of this title.’’.

(b) NAVY AND MARINE CORPS.—(1) Chapter
571 of such title is amended by inserting
after section 6334 the following new section:
‘‘§ 6334a. Computation of retired pay: addi-

tional 10 percent for enlisted members
credited with extraordinary heroism
‘‘If an enlisted member entitled to month-

ly retired pay under this subtitle has been
credited by the Secretary of the Navy with
extraordinary heroism in the line of duty,
the member’s retired pay shall be increased
by 10 percent of the amount determined
under section 6333 or 6334 of this title, as the
case may be, but to not more than 75 percent
of the retired pay base upon which the com-
putation of such retired pay is based. The
first sentence does not apply with respect to
retired pay computed under section 12733 of
this title. The Secretary’s determination as
to extraordinary heroism is conclusive for
all purposes.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:
‘‘6334a. Computation of retired pay: addi-

tional 10 percent for enlisted
members credited with extraor-
dinary heroism.’’.

(c) AIR FORCE.—Section 8991(a)(2) of title
10, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘If a member who is retired
under section 8914 of this title’’ and inserting
‘‘If an enlisted member entitled to monthly
retired pay under this subtitle’’; and

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the
following new sentence: ‘‘The first sentence
does not apply with respect to retired pay
computed under section 12733 of this title.’’.

(d) DISABILITY RETIREMENT.—(1) Section
1201 of such title is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘, with
retired pay computed under section 1401 of
this title,’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(d) COMPUTATION OF RETIRED PAY.—(1)
The retired pay to which a member is enti-
tled under this section shall be computed
under section 1401 of this title.

‘‘(2) If an enlisted member entitled to
monthly retired pay under this section has
been credited by the Secretary concerned
with extraordinary heroism in the line of
duty, the member’s retired pay shall be in-
creased by 10 percent of the amount deter-
mined under section 1401 of this title (but to
not more than 75 percent of the retired pay
base upon which the computation of such re-
tired pay is based).’’.

(2) Section 1202 of such title is amended—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(a) RETIREMENT.—’’ be-

fore the text of such section;
(B) by striking ‘‘with retired pay computed

under section 1401 of this title’’ and inserting
‘‘and pay retired pay to the member.’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) COMPUTATION OF RETIRED PAY.—(1)
The retired pay to which a member is enti-
tled under this section shall be computed
under section 1401 of this title.

‘‘(2) If an enlisted member entitled to
monthly retired pay under this section has
been credited by the Secretary concerned
with extraordinary heroism in the line of
duty, the member’s retired pay shall be in-
creased by 10 percent of the amount deter-
mined under section 1401 of this title (but to
not more than 75 percent of the retired pay
base upon which the computation of such re-
tired pay is based).’’.

(e) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made
by this section shall not apply with respect
to months beginning on or before the date of
the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
DASCHLE, and Mr. JOHNSON):

S. 2212. A bill to establish a direct
line of authority for the Office of Trust
Reform Implementations and Oversight
to oversee the management and reform
of Indian trust funds and assets under
the jurisdiction of the Department of
the Interior and to advance tribal man-
agement of such funds and assets, pur-
suant to the Indian Self-Determina-
tions Act and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President,
today I am introducing a discussion
bill intended to provide the basis for
further reform of the administration
and management of the assets and
funds held by the United States in
trust for federally recognized Indian
tribes and individual Indians. I’m
pleased to be joined by my two distin-
guished colleagues from South Dakota,
Senators DASCHLE and JOHNSON.

As a result of over 300 treaties and an
extensive course of dealings between
the United States and Indian tribes,
the Federal Government holds the
legal title to lands held in trust for In-
dian tribes and individual tribal mem-
bers. The revenues derived from the use
of these lands and the resources found
on trust lands, along with the proceeds
from claims that have arisen from the
wrongful taking or the loss of use of
the assets, comprise the funds that are
held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of individual Indians and
Indian tribes.

Today, the United States maintains
approximately 1,400 trust fund ac-
counts for 315 Indian tribes with funds
in excess of $2.6 billion, and over 260,000
individual Indian money, IIM, accounts
with about $400 million in funds. Ap-
proximately 45 million acres of land
are held in trust by the United States
for the benefit of Indian tribes and
about 11 million acres are held in trust
for individual Indians. These lands con-
tain vast amounts of minerals, coal, oil
and gas, water, forest resources, and
agricultural resources.

These funds, lands, and resources
comprise the trust estate held by the
United States for the benefit of tribes
and individual Indians. The Interior
Department distributes leasing and
sales revenues of $300 million per year
to more than 225,000 individual Indian
money accounts and about $800 million

a year to the 1,400 tribal accounts. It
manages income from more than
100,000 active leases for tribes and indi-
vidual Indians.

Indian tribes depend on the revenues
from these trust assets to provide basic
governmental services. IIM account
holders are often living at, or near, the
poverty level, and they rely on these
revenues for basic essentials such as
housing, food, and transportation. The
manner in which trust assets and trust
funds are managed by the Department
has very real impacts on the lives of
hundreds of thousands of Indian people
every day. All too often, those impacts
are not positive.

The administration and management
of individual Indian trust assets and
funds are extremely difficult due to the
problem of fractionated heirship of
lands that are a continuing legacy of
the misguided and discredited allot-
ment policies of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. Today,
the Department and individual Indians
are left with the nightmare of 1.4 mil-
lion fractional interests of two percent
or less involving 58,000 tracts of indi-
vidually owned trust and restricted
lands, each of which requires adminis-
tration and often provides nothing but
frustration in return for all involved.
For some of these accounts, it may
cost more to print and mail statements
annually than the assets themselves
are worth. A lasting solution needs to
be found that reconsolidates these as-
sets under Indian ownership.

Many of my colleagues are familiar
with the never-ending stream of GAO
reports, news accounts, and hearings
detailing the deplorable history of the
Federal effort to manage these trust
funds. Far less is known about the con-
dition of trust assets and the history of
their management. However, it doesn’t
take very long to recognize that the
problem of mismanagement extends far
beyond trust funds to the lands and re-
sources that generate most of the
funds. The Interior Department cannot
provide accurate information on the
number of leases on Indian lands for
any purpose or the amount of revenues
that should be attributed to any parcel
of trust land despite repeated attempts
to develop the necessary database and
record keeping systems. In addition,
the records for some lands and trust
accounts have been lost or destroyed
for entire time periods.

In 1994, the Congress enacted the
American Indian Trust Fund Manage-
ment Reform Act. This law was in-
tended to bring about a series of major
reforms in the management of Indian
trust funds and assets under the aus-
pices of a Special Trustee in the Inte-
rior Department. Some positive
changes have occurred. Most trust ac-
count holders now receive regular
statements on their accounts. Most of
the revenues derived from Indian trust
assets are now posted to the correct ac-
count in a reasonable period of time.

However, the major structural re-
forms that were called for in the 1994
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Act have not been achieved. It is still
not possible to tell with complete cer-
tainty what tribal lands and resources
are leased and what revenues are gen-
erated from all tribal lands and re-
sources. The original intent of the 1994
Act was for the Special Trustee to go
out of business after completing a plan
for the restructuring of the day-to-day
management of tribal and individual
trust funds and assets.

The Special Trustee did develop a
plan that called for the creation of a
government sponsored enterprise to
take control of the entire Indian trust
estate and manage it. The tribes and
individual beneficiaries of the trust
were nearly unanimous in their con-
demnation and rejection of this plan.

The 1994 Act also established a proce-
dure through which tribes can with-
draw their trust funds from federal
trust and manage them directly. Only
a few tribes have taken this course.
The Interior Department has not en-
couraged tribes to withdraw their
funds and the tribes have been reluc-
tant to do so for the simple reason that
the federal trust is terminated by the
act of withdrawing the funds. Anyone
who is familiar with the devastation
brought about by the various efforts
over the years to terminate the unique
relationship between the tribes and the
Federal Government will not be sur-
prised by the lack of success in the im-
plementation of this part of the 1994
Act.

The 1994 Act also called for the com-
pletion of audits of all individual and
tribal trust fund accounts. After years
of effort and the expenditure of mil-
lions of dollars, in 1997, the Interior De-
partment finally provided the tribal
account holders with a ‘‘reconcili-
ation’’ of their accounts. These rec-
onciliation reports only covered a
small fraction of the years the ac-
counts have been maintained and the
reports were not audits as was required
by the 1994 Act. Some tribes accepted
the results of the reconciliation of
their accounts. Most did not. None of
the IIM accounts were reconciled and
have not been to this day, despite the
requirements of the 1994 Act. There are
no plans to comply with the mandate
of the 1994 Act for an actual accounting
for any of the trust fund accounts. Con-
ducting such an accounting would be
difficult due to the lack of records. But
it can be accomplished and every rea-
sonable effort should be made to make
sure this important work gets done
soon.

Last fall, Secretary Norton unveiled
a proposal to take all of the trust fund
and asset management functions out of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in order
to vest them in a new Bureau of Indian
Trust Asset Management, BITAM. This
proposal is estimated to have a price
tag of about $300 million in its first
year or two.

Secretary Norton’s proposal was in-
tended to respond to the short-comings
of the 1994 Act and the orders of Judge
Lamberth in the Cobell v. Norton liti-

gation that has been in the Federal
District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia since 1997. This litigation in-
volves the individual trust accounts
and seeks an accounting of the funds
managed by the Departments of the In-
terior and Treasury since 1887. Past
failures to reconcile accounts led to
contempt orders against former Secre-
taries Babbitt and Rubin. Judge
Lamberth is currently considering con-
tempt orders against Secretary Norton
and Assistant Secretary McCaleb for
actions they have taken or have failed
to take with regard to these trust
funds and for misleading the court
about what is actually being done.

Indian leaders across the country
have condemned Secretary Norton’s
proposal to establish BITAM and have
since offered a variety of alternative
proposals. As I understand it, while the
Secretary is working with tribal lead-
ers to evaluate different options pro-
posed by the tribes, the BITAM pro-
posal remains the Department’s pre-
ferred option.

Representatives of the Tribes have
been working on a range of possible re-
forms through a special Task Force es-
tablished by Secretary Norton at their
request. We have been in contact with
members of the Task Force and am
somewhat heartened by the fact that
they believe they are making real
progress toward meaningful reforms.
The bill we are introducing is not in-
tended to undermine that process, but
will hopefully assist it. In any event,
we must give careful consideration to
the recommendations the Task force
ultimately develops and try to act on
them at the appropriate time. I believe
Senators DASCHLE and JOHNSON would
join me in urging the Department to
continue to work with the Task Force
as it completes its work in the months
ahead.

Even as we monitor these develop-
ments, I, and many others in Congress,
continue to be concerned about the fu-
ture management of trust funds and as-
sets. We believe that further reform is
necessary and that it must comport
with the Interior Department’s trust
responsibility at the same time that it
advances the self-determination poli-
cies that have been so successful in the
past 30 years. The status quo is simply
not acceptable.

Just to reinforce our intent, the bill
we are introducing today is not in-
tended to be the ultimate solution to
the problems that have been revealed
in the management of the trust funds
and trust assets. However, we believe it
critical to the on-going reform process
to introduce a bill that focuses on two
elements that are important to achiev-
ing a lasting reform in the manage-
ment of these funds and assets.

First, the bill will establish a direct
line-of-authority over the management
of the trust funds and trust assets at
the highest levels within the Depart-
ment. Judge Lamberth, and other over-
sight agencies such as the General Ac-
counting Office, have lamented the

lack of accountability in the Interior
Department and strongly recommended
the designation of one official who will
ultimately be responsible for the man-
agement of the trust funds and assets.

This bill addresses this issue by es-
tablishing the Office of Trust Manage-
ment and Reform in the Department of
the Interior. This office will be under
the authority of a Deputy Secretary
who will report directly to the Sec-
retary and who will oversee the work
of the Assistant Secretary for Indian
Affairs, the special Trustee, the Direc-
tor of the Minerals Management Serv-
ice and the Director of the Bureau of
Land Management with regard to trust
funds and trust assets.

I am certain that many of my col-
leagues who are concerned about this
issue will join me in ensuring that can-
didates nominated by the President for
the Deputy Secretary position are not
only qualified in financial manage-
ment, natural resource management,
and federal Indian policy, but also are
widely supported by the tribal commu-
nity.

The new Deputy Secretary will be
the person ultimately responsible for
the overall management of these funds
and assets. The Deputy Secretary will
have the authority to require the Spe-
cial Trustee and the Assistant Sec-
retary for Indian Affairs, along with
the Directors of the Bureau of Land
Management and the Minerals Manage-
ment Service, to take the steps nec-
essary to put into place the changes
needed to ensure the proper adminis-
tration and management of the trust
funds and assets. The Deputy Secretary
will be appointed by the President, sub-
ject to the advice and consent of the
Senate, for a term of six years and may
only be removed for cause. This should
give the Deputy Secretary the inde-
pendence necessary to bring about
meaningful reform, while still ensuring
accountability.

The current Tribal task force work-
ing with the Secretary is considering a
structure for the management of In-
dian affairs that would elevate all of
the current responsibilities of the As-
sistant Secretary for Indian Affairs,
the Special Trustee, and the Deputy
Commissioner, to the Deputy Sec-
retary level in the Department. We
look forward to learning more about
the scope of the Task Force proposal
and its costs or cost savings. As nec-
essary, this bill can be modified to ac-
commodate such a proposal if the Task
Force concludes that doing so would be
appropriate.

This Task Force has served an impor-
tant role to the tribes in working with
the Department on these matters and
many would like to see its function
continue as a collaborative component
to the Department’s management. In
order to ensure a continuing role for
the tribes in the day-to-day activities
of the Department with respect to the
management of the trust funds and the
trust assets, this bill amends the 1994
Act to provide that the advisory board
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that was established to assist the Spe-
cial Trustee will be reconstituted and
continue as an advisory board for the
Deputy Secretary. The composition of
the advisory board is broad enough to
enable the Deputy Secretary to include
members with expertise in the areas of
trust fund management, investment,
and related responsibilities of the Dep-
uty Secretary.

The other major feature of the bill is
the focus on the successful policy of
self-determination. Any fair review of
Federal Indian policy over the course
of the last century will point to the
policies of termination and assimila-
tion through allotment as abject fail-
ures. Many of the most intractable
problems the tribes and federal policy
makers wrestle with today stem from
the wreckage caused by these mis-
guided policies of the past.

On the other hand, the policy of self-
determination, which was first pro-
posed by President Nixon in 1971, has
shown itself to be the single most suc-
cessful Federal Indian policy in the
history of our Nation. The reasons for
this success are many, but the core
reason is one we can all recognize and
relate to: self-determination involves
Indian people directly in identifying
and defining the problems facing the
tribes, and more importantly, it em-
powers them to implement the solu-
tions they know will work best. Put-
ting it in slightly different terms, the
self-determination policy recognizes
the fact that the government closest to
the people is the best government to
recognize and resolve local problems.
Indian policy made by the Federal Gov-
ernment for the Federal Government
has never worked and never will work.
Indian policy made by the tribal gov-
ernments with appropriate Federal as-
sistance has shown that it does work.

Portions of the 1994 Act and Sec-
retary Norton’s BITAM proposal have
some things in common. In varying de-
grees, both are attempts by the Federal
Government to make Indian policy for
the federal government. Neither pro-
vides a proper role for tribal govern-
ments. This bill provides a framework
by which tribes can become more in-
volved in the day-to-day management
of their trust assets and trust funds
through the Indian Self-Determination
Act. It does not dismantle the BIA. It
does provide a foundation for the
tribes, the Department, and the Con-
gress to develop and implement mean-
ingful reform over the next several
years. Every major provision of this
bill is based on solutions that have
been proposed by the tribes.

The bill builds on the concept of ben-
eficiary co-management of trust funds
and assets. This is not a new idea. It
was advanced by the tribes in the 1980’s
and 1990’s. It is embodied in the Indian
Forest Resources Management Act
that Congress enacted in 1990 and the
Indian Agricultural Resources Manage-
ment Act enacted in 1994. It is implicit
in the Indian Self-Determination Act
and it is a proven formula for progress.

This bill does not deal with the issues
of the past. It does not address con-
cerns about claims for past mis-
management. It does not deal with the
need for an accounting of tribal and in-
dividual trust funds. It does not deal
with the condition of the trust lands
and assets. These are all very serious
matters.

My purpose is not to avoid these
issues or indicate any disregard for
them. Rather, we are simply trying to
find a way to move forward on a more
constructive basis. Representatives of
the tribes have been working on a way
to move forward on these issues a more
constructive basis. We must give care-
ful consideration to the recommenda-
tions they develop and try to act on
them at the appropriate time.

Both the House and the Senate re-
cently passed S. 1857 to deal with the
statute of limitations on past claims
for mismanagement of the tribal trust
funds. Judge Lamberth is considering
remedies for mismanagement of the in-
dividual Indian trust funds. Secretary
Norton has established the Office of
Historical Trust Accounting to try to
produce an accounting for the indi-
vidual funds. We need to monitor all of
these efforts and be prepared to enact
additional legislation if necessary and
if sought by the tribes.

We are hopeful that we can build on
the modest successes realized under the
1994 Act by providing greater account-
ability in the Department of the Inte-
rior and recognizing the fact that the
tribes must be involved as active par-
ticipants in the management and ad-
ministration of the trust funds and as-
sets without the threat of termination
of the trust responsibility. It took over
100 years to create the problems we
now confront with the Indian trust
funds and assets. The Indian people did
not create these problems. The Federal
Government did. It is going to take
many more years to resolve the prob-
lems. The 1994 Act was a step in the
right direction. We believe this bill can
lead to further progress through great-
er accountability and direct involve-
ment of those who have the most at
stake, the tribes and Indian people.

Once again, Senators Daschle, John-
son and I propose this legislation as a
vehicle for discussion for all those con-
cerned with ending decades of mis-
management of Indian trust funds and
trust assets. We look forward to receiv-
ing comments on this legislation and
call on our friend, the chairman of the
Committee on Indian Affairs, to use
this bill as the basis for hearings on
these matters when the committee is
prepared to do so.

I ask that the bill and a section-by-
section summary of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2212
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Indian Trust

Asset and Trust Fund Management and Re-
form Act of 2002’’.
SEC. 2. DEPUTY SECRETARY FOR TRUST MAN-

AGEMENT AND REFORM.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Amer-

ican Indian Trust Fund Management Reform
Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 4001) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(1) The
term’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(8) SPECIAL TRUSTEE.—The term’’;
(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(2) The

term’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(4) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term’’;
(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘(3) The

term’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(7) SECRETARY.—The term’’;
(4) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘(4) The

term’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(5) OFFICE.—The term’’;
(5) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘(5) The

term’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(1) BUREAU.—The term’’;
(6) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘(6) The

term’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term’’;
(7) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) DEPUTY SECRETARY.—The term ‘Dep-

uty Secretary’ means the Deputy Secretary
for Trust Management and Reform appointed
under section 307(a)(2).

‘‘(6) REFORM OFFICE.—The term ‘Reform Of-
fice’ means the Office of Trust Reform Im-
plementation and Oversight established by
section 307(e).’’;

(8) by moving paragraphs (1) through (8) (as
redesignated by this subsection) so as to ap-
pear in numerical order; and

(9) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(9) TRUST ASSETS.—The term ‘trust as-

sets’ means all tangible property including
land, minerals, coal, oil and gas, forest re-
sources, agricultural resources, water and
water sources, and fish and wildlife held by
the Secretary for the benefit of an Indian
tribe or an individual member of an Indian
tribe pursuant to Federal law.

‘‘(10) TRUST FUNDS.—The term ‘trust funds’
means all funds held by the Secretary for the
benefit of an Indian tribe or and individual
member of an Indian tribe pursuant to Fed-
eral law.’’.

(b) DEPUTY SECRETARY FOR TRUST MANAGE-
MENT AND REFORM.—Title III of the Amer-
ican Indian Trust Fund Management Reform
Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 4041 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 307. DEPUTY SECRETARY FOR TRUST MAN-

AGEMENT AND REFORM.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established

within the Department the position of Dep-
uty Secretary for Trust Management and Re-
form.

‘‘(2) APPOINTMENT AND REMOVAL.—
‘‘(A) APPOINTMENT.—The Deputy Secretary

shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.

‘‘(B) TERM.—The Deputy Secretary shall be
appointed for a term of 6 years.

‘‘(C) REMOVAL.—The Deputy Secretary
may be removed only for good cause.

‘‘(3) ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY.—The Dep-
uty Secretary shall report directly to the
Secretary.

‘‘(4) COMPENSATION.—The Deputy Secretary
shall be paid at a rate determined by the
Secretary to be appropriate for the position,
but not less than the rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for Level II of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5313 of title 5, United
States Code.

‘‘(b) DUTIES.—The Deputy Secretary
shall—

‘‘(1) oversee all trust fund and trust asset
matters of the Department, including—



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2971April 18, 2002
‘‘(A) administration and management of

the Reform Office; and
‘‘(B) financial and human resource matters

of the Reform Office; and
‘‘(2) engage in appropriate government-to-

government relations and consultations with
Indian tribes and individual trust asset and
trust fund account holders on matters in-
volving trust asset and trust fund manage-
ment and reform within the Department.

‘‘(c) STAFF.—In carrying out this section,
the Deputy Secretary may hire such staff
having expertise in trust asset and trust fund
management, financial organization and
management, and tribal policy as the Deputy
Secretary determines is necessary to carry
out this section.

‘‘(d) EFFECT ON DUTIES OF OTHER OFFI-
CIALS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), nothing in this section shall
be construed to diminish any responsibility
or duty of the Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior for Indian Affairs or the Special Trust-
ee relating to any duty of the Assistant Sec-
retary or Special Trustee established under
this Act or any other provision of law.

‘‘(2) TRUST ASSET AND TRUST FUND MANAGE-
MENT AND REFORM.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Deputy Secretary
shall have overall management and over-
sight authority on matters of the Depart-
ment relating to trust asset and trust fund
management and reform.

‘‘(e) OFFICE OF TRUST REFORM IMPLEMENTA-
TION AND OVERSIGHT.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
within the Office of the Secretary the Office
of Trust Reform Implementation and Over-
sight.

‘‘(2) REFORM OFFICE HEAD.—The Reform Of-
fice shall be headed by the Deputy Secretary.

‘‘(3) DUTIES.—The Reform Office shall—
‘‘(A) supervise and direct the day-to-day

activities of the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior for Indian Affairs, the Special Trust-
ee, the Director of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, and the Director of the Minerals
Management Service, to the extent they ad-
minister or manage any Indian trust assets
or funds;

‘‘(B) administer, in accordance with title
II, all trust properties, funds, and other as-
sets held by the United States for the benefit
of Indian tribes and individual members of
Indian tribes;

‘‘(C) require the development and mainte-
nance of an accurate inventory of all trust
funds and trust assets;

‘‘(D) ensure the prompt posting of revenue
derived from a trust fund or trust asset for
the benefit of each Indian tribe (or indi-
vidual member of each Indian tribe) that
owns a beneficial interest in the trust fund
or trust asset;

‘‘(E) ensure that monthly statements of ac-
counts are provided to all trust fund account
holders;

‘‘(F) ensure that all trust fund accounts
are audited at least annually, and more fre-
quently as determined to be necessary by the
Deputy Secretary;

‘‘(G) ensure that the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior for Indian Affairs, the Special
Trustee, the Director of the Bureau of Land
Management, and the Director of the Min-
erals Management Service provide to the
Secretary current and accurate information
relating to the administration and manage-
ment of trust funds and trust assets;

‘‘(H) provide for regular consultation with
trust fund account holders on the adminis-
tration of trust funds and trust assets to en-
sure, to the maximum extent practicable in
accordance with applicable law, the greatest
return on those funds and assets for the trust
fund account holders; and

‘‘(I) enter into contracts and compacts
under section 102 of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act (25 U.S.C. 450f) or section 403 of
the Indian Self Determination and Education
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 458cc) to provide
for the management of trust assets and trust
funds by Indian tribes pursuant to a Trust
Fund and Trust Asset Management and Mon-
itoring Plan developed under section 202 of
this Act.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion.’’.

(c) ADVISORY BOARD.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 306 of the Amer-

ican Indian Trust Fund Management Reform
Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 4046) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘SEC. 306. ADVISORY BOARD.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the Deputy Secretary described in section
307 shall establish an advisory board to pro-
vide advice on all matters within the juris-
diction of the Office of Trust Reform. The
advisory board shall consist of 9 members,
appointed by the Deputy Secretary after
consultation with Indian tribes and appro-
priate Indian organizations, of which—

‘‘(1) 5 members shall represent trust fund
account holders, including both tribal and
Individual Indian Money accounts;

‘‘(2) 2 members shall have practical experi-
ence in trust fund and financial manage-
ment;

‘‘(3) 1 member shall have practical experi-
ence in fiduciary investment management;
and

‘‘(4) 1 member, from academia, shall have
knowledge of general management of large
organizations.

‘‘(b) TERM.—Each member shall serve a
term of 2 years.

‘‘(c) FACA.—The advisory board shall not
be subject to the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act.’’.

(2) PREVIOUS ADVISORY BOARD.—The advi-
sory board authorized under section 306 of
the American Indian Trust Fund Manage-
ment Reform Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 4046) as in
effect on the day before the date of enact-
ment of this Act shall terminate on the date
of enactment of this Act.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 302 of the American Indian

Trust Fund Management Reform Act of 1994
(25 U.S.C. 4042) is amended—

(A) in the second sentence of subsection
(a), by striking ‘‘who shall’’ and inserting
‘‘who, except as provided in subsection (b)(3),
shall’’; and

(B) in subsection (b), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(3) TRUST FUND MANAGEMENT.—The Spe-
cial Trustee shall report directly to the Dep-
uty Secretary with respect to matters relat-
ing to trust fund management and reform.’’.

(2) Section 303 of the American Indian
Trust Fund Management Reform Act of 1994
(25 U.S.C. 4043) is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (a);
(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘The

Special Trustee’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as
provided in section 307(d), the Special Trust-
ee’’;

(C) in subsection (c)(5)(A), by striking ‘‘or
which is charged with any responsibility
under the comprehensive strategic plan pre-
pared under subsection (a) of this section,’’;

(D) by striking subsection (f); and
(E) by redesignating subsections (b)

through (e) as subsections (a) through (d), re-
spectively.

SEC. 3. INDIAN PARTICIPATION IN TRUST FUND
ACTIVITIES.

Title II of the American Indian Trust Fund
Management Reform Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C.
4021 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking sections 202 and 203; and
(2) by inserting after section 201 the fol-

lowing:
‘‘SEC. 202. PARTICIPATION IN TRUST FUND AND

TRUST ASSET MANAGEMENT ACTIVI-
TIES BY INDIAN TRIBES.

‘‘(a) PLANNING PROGRAM.—To meet the pur-
poses of this title, a 10-year Indian Trust
Fund and Trust Asset Management and Mon-
itoring Plan (in this section referred to as
the ‘Plan’) shall be developed and imple-
mented as follows:

‘‘(1) Pursuant to a self-determination con-
tract or compact under section 102 of the In-
dian Self-Determination Act (25 U.S.C. 450f)
or section 403 of the Indian Self Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C.
458cc), an Indian tribe may develop or imple-
ment a Plan. Subject to the provisions of
paragraphs (3) and (4), the tribe shall have
broad discretion in designing and carrying
out the planning process.

‘‘(2) To include in a Plan particular trust
funds or assets held by multiple individuals,
an Indian tribe shall obtain the approval of
a majority of the individuals who hold an in-
terest in any such trust funds or assets.

‘‘(3) The Plan shall be submitted to the
Secretary for approval pursuant to the In-
dian Self-Determination Act (25 U.S.C. 450f
et seq.).

‘‘(4) If a tribe chooses not to develop or im-
plement a Plan, the Secretary shall develop
or implement, as appropriate, a Plan in close
consultation with the affected tribe.

‘‘(5) Whether developed directly by the
tribe or by the Secretary, the Plan shall—

‘‘(A) determine the amount and source of
funds held in trust;

‘‘(B) identify and prepare an inventory of
all trust assets;

‘‘(C) identify specific tribal goals and ob-
jectives;

‘‘(D) establish management objectives for
the funds and assets held in trust;

‘‘(E) define critical values of the Indian
tribe and its members and provide identified
management objectives;

‘‘(F) identify actions to be taken to reach
established objectives;

‘‘(G) use existing survey documents, re-
ports and other research from Federal agen-
cies, tribal community colleges, and land
grant universities; and

‘‘(H) be completed within 3 years of the ini-
tiation of activity to establish the Plan.

‘‘(b) MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION.—
Plans developed and approved under sub-
section (a) shall govern the management and
administration of funds and assets held in
trust by the Bureau and the Indian tribal
government.

‘‘(c) NO TERMINATION REQUIREMENT.—In-
dian tribes implementing an approved Plan
shall not be required to terminate the trust
relationship in order to implement such
Plan.

‘‘(d) PLAN DOES NOT TERMINATE TRUST.—
Developing or implementing a Plan shall not
be construed or deemed to constitute a ter-
mination of the trust status of the assets or
funds that are included in, or subject to, the
Plan.

‘‘(e) LIABILITY.—An Indian tribe managing
and administering trust funds and trust as-
sets in a manner that is consistent with a
Plan shall not be liable for waste or loss of
an asset or funds that are included in such
Plan.

‘‘(f) INDIAN PARTICIPATION IN MANAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES.—

‘‘(1) TRIBAL RECOGNITION.—The Secretary
shall conduct all management activities of
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funds and assets held in trust in accordance
with goals and objectives set forth in a Plan
approved pursuant to and in accordance with
all tribal laws and ordinances, except in spe-
cific instances where such compliance would
be contrary to the trust responsibility of the
United States.

‘‘(2) TRIBAL LAWS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Unless otherwise prohib-

ited by Federal law, the Secretary shall com-
ply with tribal law pertaining to the man-
agement of funds and assets held in trust.

‘‘(B) DUTIES.—The Secretary shall—
‘‘(i) provide assistance in the enforcement

of tribal laws described in subparagraph (A);
‘‘(ii) provide notice of such tribal laws to

persons or entities dealing with tribal funds
and assets held in trust; and

‘‘(iii) upon the request of an Indian tribe,
require appropriate Federal officials to ap-
pear in tribal forums.

‘‘(3) WAIVER OF REGULATIONS.—In any case
in which a regulation or administrative pol-
icy of the Department of the Interior con-
flicts with the objectives of the Plan, or with
a tribal law, the Secretary may waive the
application of such regulation or administra-
tive policy unless such waiver would con-
stitute a violation of a Federal statute or ju-
dicial decision or would conflict with the
Secretary’s trust responsibility under Fed-
eral law.

‘‘(4) SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—This section
does not constitute a waiver of the sovereign
immunity of the United States, nor does it
authorize tribal justice systems to review ac-
tions of the Secretary.

‘‘(5) TRUST RESPONSIBILITY.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to diminish or
expand the trust responsibility of the United
States toward Indian funds and assets held
in trust, or any legal obligation or remedy
resulting from such funds and assets.

‘‘(g) REPORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days

after the enactment of this section, and an-
nually thereafter, the Secretary shall submit
a report to the Committee on Indian Affairs
of the Senate and the Committee on Re-
sources of the House of Representatives.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The report required under
paragraph (1) shall detail the following:

‘‘(A) The efforts of the Department to im-
plement this section.

‘‘(B) The nature and extent of consultation
between the Department, Tribes, and indi-
vidual Indians with respect to implementa-
tion of this section.

‘‘(C) Any recommendations of the Depart-
ment for further changes to this Act, accom-
panied by a record of consultation with
Tribes and individual Indians regarding such
recommendations.’’.
SEC. 4. REGULATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of the Interior shall promulgate
regulations to carry out the amendments
made by this Act.

(b) ACTIVE PARTICIPATION.—All regulations
promulgated in accordance with subsection
(a) shall be developed with the full and ac-
tive participation of Indian tribes that have
trust funds and assets held by the Secretary.

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY—INDIAN TRUST
ASSET AND TRUST FUND MANAGEMENT AND
REFORM ACT OF 2002

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

This section provides that the Act may be
cited as the ‘‘Indian Trust Asset and Trust
Fund Management and Reform Act of 2002.’’

SECTION 2. DEPUTY SECRETARY FOR TRUST
MANAGEMENT AND REFORM

Paragraph (a) of this section provides that
Section 2 of the American Indian Trust Fund

Management Reform Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C.
4001) is amended to add new definitions for
the terms ‘‘Deputy Secretary,’’ ‘‘Reform Of-
fice,’’ ‘‘Trust Assets,’’ and ‘‘Trust Funds,’’
and to redesignate the paragraphs of Section
2 of the 1994 Act.

Paragraph (b) of this section amends Title
III of the 1994 Act by adding provisions to es-
tablish the position of Deputy Secretary for
Trust Management and Reform in the De-
partment of the Interior. The Deputy Sec-
retary will be appointed by the President,
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
for a term of six years and may only be re-
moved for cause. The Deputy Secretary will
report directly to the Secretary and will be
responsible for the oversight of all trust fund
and trust asset administration and manage-
ment, including consultation with Indian
tribes and individual Indian trust asset and
trust fund account holders.

This section authorizes the Deputy Sec-
retary to hire staff in the Reform Office with
expertise in trust fund and asset manage-
ment, financial organization and manage-
ment and tribal policy. The existing respon-
sibilities of the Assistant Secretary for In-
dian Affairs and the Special Trustee would
not be affected by the duties of the Deputy
Secretary, except that each will be required
to report to the Deputy Secretary on mat-
ters involving trust funds and trust assets.

This section also provides for the estab-
lishment of the Office of Trust Reform Im-
plementation and Oversight which shall be
headed by the Deputy Secretary and which
will be responsible for the supervision of the
day-to-day activities of the Assistant Sec-
retary, the Special Trustees, the Director of
the Bureau of Land Management and the Di-
rector of the Minerals Management Service
in their administration of management of
any Indian trust funds or assets, consistent
with the provisions of Title II of the Act, as
amended.

The duties of the Office of Trust Reform
include: authorization to require the devel-
opment and maintenance of an accurate in-
ventory of all trust properties, funds and
other assets; ensure the prompt posting of
revenues derived from trust funds, properties
and assets; ensure that trust fund account
holders receive monthly statements; ensure
that trust fund accounts are audited at least
once a year or more frequently if necessary;
ensure that the Secretary receives current
and accurate information relating to the ad-
ministration and management of trust funds,
properties and assets; provide for regular
consultation with trust fund account holders
to ensure the greatest return on trust assets
and properties for the trust account holders;
and enter into contracts and compacts under
the Indian Self-Determination Act to pro-
vide for the management of trust assets and
funds by Indian tribes.

Such sums as maybe necessary are author-
ized to be appropriated to carry out the pro-
visions of Section 307 of the Act.

Paragraph (c) of Section 2 amends Section
306 of the 1994 Act to reconstitute the Advi-
sory Board for the Special Trustee as the Ad-
visory Board for the Deputy Secretary. The
Advisory Board will be comprised of nine
members, five of whom shall be representa-
tive of tribal and individual trust fund ac-
count holders; two of the Board members
shall have experience in trust fund and fi-
nancial management; one Board member
shall be experienced in fiduciary investment
managements and one member shall be from
academia and shall have knowledge of man-
agement of large organizations. Each mem-
ber of the Advisory Board will serve for a
term of two years. The Board will not be sub-
ject to the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

Paragraph (d) of Section 2 sets forth con-
forming amendments to Section 302 and Sec-
tion 303 of the 1994 Act.

SECTION 3. INDIAN PARTICIPATION IN TRUST
FUND ACTIVITIES

Section 3 amends the 1994 Act by striking
Sections 202 and 203 of the Act relating to
the withdrawal of trust funds and the termi-
nation of the trust responsibility. It inserts
a new Section 202 to provide for the develop-
ment and implementation of Indian Trust
Fund and Trust Asset Management and Mon-
itoring Plans by the Secretary and Indian
tribes pursuant to the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act. Indian tribes are to be af-
forded broad discretion in designing and car-
rying out the planning process. Funds and
assets held in trust for multiple individuals
may be included in a Tribal Plan with the
consent of a majority of the individuals who
hold an interest in any such assets or funds.

If a Tribe chooses not to develop or imple-
ment a plan, the Secretary is required to do
so in close consultation with the affected
Tribe.

Each plan is required to: determine the
amount and source of funds held in trust;
identify and prepare an inventory of all trust
assets; identify specific tribal goals and ob-
jectives; establish management objectives
for the funds and assets held in trust; define
the critical values of the Indian tribe and
provide identified management objectives;
use existing surveys, reports and other re-
search from Federal agencies, tribal commu-
nity colleges and land grant universities;
and, be completed within three years after
the start of activity to establish a plan.

Approved plans will govern the manage-
ment and administration of funds and assets
held in trust by the Secretary and the Indian
Tribes. The development and implementa-
tion of a plan by an Indian Tribe or the Sec-
retary does not require the termination of
the trust responsibility and shall not be con-
strued or deemed to constitute a termination
of the trust status of the assets or funds that
are included in or subject to the Plan. An In-
dian tribe shall not be liable for waste or loss
of a trust asset or trust funds if it is acting
in accordance with an approved plan.

The Secretary is required to conduct all
trust fund and trust asset management ac-
tivities in accordance with tribal law and to
provide assistance in the enforcement of
tribal law unless doing so is prohibited by
Federal law or would be contrary to the
trust responsibility of the United States.
The Secretary may waive any regulations or
administrative policies of the Department of
the Interior that are in conflict with Tribal
law or an approved plan unless such a waiver
would constitute a violation of a Federal
statute or judicial decision or would conflict
with the Secretary’s trust responsibility.

This Section of the Act does not constitute
a waiver of the sovereign immunity of the
United States or authorize Tribal justice
systems to review actions of the Secretary.
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to
diminish or expand the trust responsibility
of the United States toward Indian trust
funds and assets held in trust.

Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment, and annually thereafter, the Sec-
retary is required to file a report with the
Committee on Indian Affairs of the Senate
and the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives.

The report shall detail: the efforts of the
Department to implement this Section; the
nature and extent of the consultation be-
tween the Department, Tribes and individual
Indians with respect to the implementation
of this section; and, any recommendations of
the Department for further changes to the
Act, along with a record of the Department’s
consultation with Tribes and individual Indi-
ans regarding such recommendations.

SECTION 4. REGULATIONS

Section 4 requires the Secretary to pro-
mulgate regulations for the implementation
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of the amendments to the Act within one
year after enactment, with the full and ac-
tive participation of the Indian tribes that
have trust funds and assets held by the Sec-
retary.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
today I am joining with Senators JOHN
MCCAIN and TIM JOHNSON to introduce
a legislation that is intended to focus
attention on the need to address and
correct the longstanding problem of in-
efficient management of the assets and
funds held by the United States in
trust for federally recognized Indian
tribes and individual American Indi-
ans.

Indian Country has faced many chal-
lenges over the years. Few, however,
have been more important, or more dif-
ficult, than ending the mismanagement
of the Indian trust fund and restoring
integrity to this administrative proc-
ess.

For over 100 years, the Department of
Interior has managed a trust funded
with the proceeds of leasing of oil, gas,
land, and mineral rights for the benefit
of Indian people. Today, the trust fund
may owe as much as $10 billion to as
many as 500,000 Indians.

To give some perspective, the 16
tribes of the Great Plains in South Da-
kota, North Dakota, and Nebraska
comprise 10 million acres of trust lands
representing over one-third of the trust
accounts. Many enrolled members of
the nine South Dakota tribes have
trust accounts.

How these trust funds have been and
will be managed is being litigated in
Cobell versus Norton, and the resolu-
tion of this lawsuit will have far-reach-
ing implications throughout Indian
country. It is impossible not to evalu-
ate potential solutions in the context
of this lawsuit.

There is clear consensus in Indian
Country that the current administra-
tion of the trust fund is a failure. The
daunting question has always been how
to reform it.

Last fall, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior unveiled plans to reorganize the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, BIA and seg-
regate the oversight and accounting of
trust-related assets in a new Bureau of
Indian Trust Asset Management,
BITAM. In testimony before the U.S.
District Court, she acknowledged that,
‘‘We undoubtedly do have some missing
data—and we are all going to have to
find a way to deal with the fact that
some information no longer exists.’’

The Secretary’s controversial reorga-
nization proposal was presented to the
court in a hasty effort to avoid being
held in contempt of court with mini-
mal consultation with the tribes or in-
dividual Indian account holders, not to
mention Congress. In South Dakota,
tribal leaders communicated to Tim
Johnson and me their concern that the
Secretary’s solution appeared to be a
fait accompli, conceived without mean-
ingful participation of the stakeholders
most directly affected by it. They felt
strongly that this proposal should not
be implemented without further con-
sultation with the tribes.

Earlier this year, in the face of ad-
ministration assurances that its reor-
ganization plan was not set in stone,
the Interior Department requested that
$200 million from the BIA and $100 mil-
lion from the Office of the Special
Trustee, be reprogrammed to ‘‘a single
organization that will report to the
Secretary through an Assistant Sec-
retary, Indian Trust.’’ This contradic-
tion set off red flags in Congress, and a
clear and direct message was sent to
Secretary Norton by Senators INOUYE,
CAMPBELL, BYRD, JOHNSON and others
that no action should be taken to im-
plement her proposed reorganization
plan administratively.

Given these developments, Senators
MCCAIN, JOHNSON, and I felt that Con-
gress should be more assertive in forc-
ing discussing about what role Con-
gress might play in ensuring that
tribes and individual Indian account
holders have a voice on shaping trust
reform policy. It is our hope that this
bill will stimulate better dialogue
among the Congress, the Interior De-
partment, and Indian Country on this
problem.

With that goal in mind, the bill has
been reviewed by representatives of the
Great Plains tribes at a meeting in
Rapid City. Mike Jandreau, chairman
of the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, has
been an effective advocate and cham-
pion of trust reform, not only for his
tribe, but also for all Indian people.
Mike and Flandreau-Santee Sioux
Tribal chairman and Great Plains Trib-
al chairman’s association president,
Tom Ranfranz led a very impressive
and productive working session with
tribal leaders from South Dakota,
North Dakota, Nebraska, Montana, and
Wyoming that both raised awareness of
the stakes of this issue and built sup-
port for the bill that is being intro-
duced today.

I commend the willingness of these
participating tribal leaders to be a part
of a public process that will hopefully
not stop until Indian country feels
comfortable with a final product they
create. The McCain-Johnson-Daschle
bill is intended to be a starting point
for promoting greater understanding of
what needs to occur to achieve mean-
ingful trust reform.

At this point, I would like to share
with my colleagues some initial obser-
vations on this proposal that were
raised yesterday by participating
South Dakota treaty tribes and tribes
of the Great Plains and Rocky Moun-
tain regions. These comments dem-
onstrate how thoughtfully Indian lead-
ers are approaching the trust problem,
and I fully expect that their sugges-
tions will be considered and incor-
porated as the bill moves through the
committee process.

The following issues are of great im-
portance to the Great Plains Tribal
Chairman’s Association.

Providing the Deputy Secretary with
sufficient authority to ensure that re-
form of the administration of trust as-
sets is permanent; They do not believe

the bill at present gives the Deputy
Secretary the full and unified author-
ity needed.

Including cultural resources as a
trust asset for management purposes.

Incorporating the Office of Surface
Mining and Bureau of Reclamation and
other related agencies within the De-
partment of Interior and the Federal
government under the purview of the
Deputy Secretary.

Assuring that the legislation not in-
fringe on tribal sovereingnty by
interfeering with tribal involvement in
the management of individual trust as-
sets or tribal assets, or both.

Maintaining the Bureau of Indian Af-
fair’s role as an advocate for tribe.

Maintaining current levels of Bureau
of Indian Affairs employment.

Applying Indian employment pref-
erence to all positions created by the
legislation.

Providing in law that Bureau of In-
dian Affairs funds not be used to fund
the Deputy Secretary appointed by the
legislation.

Stressing the importance of appro-
priating adequate funding allow reform
to succeed.

Reflecting in the legislative history
that much of the funding needed for
real trust reform be allocated at the
local agency and regional levels of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Placing more tribal representatives,
including tribal resources managers,
from the various Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs regions on the advisory board to
the Office of Trust Reform.

The issues of trust reform and reor-
ganization within the Bureau of Indian
Affairs are nothing new to us here on
Capitol Hill, or in Indian Country. Col-
lectively, we have endured many ef-
forts, some well intentioned and some
clearly not, to fix, reform, adjust, im-
prove, streamline, downsize, and even
terminate the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and its trust activities.

These efforts have been pursued in
both Republican and Democratic ad-
ministrations. Unfortunately, they
have rarely sought meaningful involve-
ment from tribal leadership, or recog-
nized the Federal Government’s treaty
obligation to tribes.

Both meaningful consultation and
acceptance of tribal status are critical
if we expect to find a workable solution
to the very real problem of trust man-
agement. The bill Senators MCCAIN,
JOHNSON, and I are introducing today
reflects this conviction.

There is no more important chal-
lenge facing the tribes and their rep-
resentatives in Congress than that of
restoring accountability and efficiency
to trust management. And nowhere do
the bedrock principles of self-deter-
mination and tribal sovereignty come
more into play than in the manage-
ment and distribution of trust funds
and assets.

This measure recognizes that the
only effective long-term solution to
the trust problem must be based on
government-to-government dialog. I



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2974 April 18, 2002
believe the discussion the bill gen-
erates will not only provide the cata-
lyst for meaningful tribal involvement
in the search for solutions but also
form the basis for true trust reform. I
look forward to participating with trib-
al leaders in pursuit of this important
objective.

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, I
rise today to join my colleagues, Sen-
ator JOHN MCCAIN and Senator TOM
DASCHLE, as sponsors of the Indian
Trust Asset and Trust Fund Manage-
ment and Reform Act of 2002. This leg-
islation we are introducing today is in-
tended as simply the first step in the
legislative process as we continue to
work closely with tribes to address the
need for further reform of the manage-
ment of the trust funds and assets that
have been mismanaged for decades. I
am hopeful that by taking this action
today, we will begin to further the dis-
cussion of this critical issue, knowing
full well that there will be ongoing
consultation and input from tribal
leaders and tribal members all across
the country.

As many of my colleagues are aware,
the issue of trust fund mismanagement
is one of the most urgent problems we
are faced with in Indian Country. Of all
the extraordinary circumstances we
find in Indian Country, and especially
in South Dakota, I do not think there
is any more complex, more difficult
and more shocking than the cir-
cumstances we have surrounding trust
fund mismanagement.

This problem has persisted literally
for generations, and continues today.
Administrations of both political par-
ties have been inadequate in their re-
sponse, and the level of direction and
the resources provided by Congresses
over past decades has also been sadly
inadequate. The Federal Government,
by law, is to be the trustee for Native
American people. When the Trust Fund
Management Act of 1994 was passed, I
was hopeful that this accounting situa-
tion would at last be remedied. Unfor-
tunately, this has not been the case.

Last year’s attempt by Secretary
Norton and the Department of the In-
terior to address this ongoing problem
has also fallen far short of what is
needed. In fact, Indian leaders all
across the country widely opposed the
plan released by the Secretary last No-
vember to create a new Bureau of In-
dian Trust Asset Management, BITAM.
Unfortunately, the Secretary released
the Department’s plan without seeking
input and consulting with the very peo-
ple who are supposed to benefit from
these trust fund accounts.

Many tribal leaders have offered
counter proposals to the Department’s
plan, however, Secretary Norton con-
tinues to stand behind and defend
BITAM as the best alternative to ad-
dressing this problem. I believe it is
now time for Congress to attempt once
again to make real progress on this
issue. As I stated earlier, the bill my
colleagues and I have introduced today
is not intended to be a final product,

but rather the beginning of a process
that will lead to further improvements,
revisions and refinements based on the
continued input of tribal leadership.

One of the main provisions of our leg-
islation is to establish the position of a
Deputy Secretary for Trust Manage-
ment and Reform in the Department of
the Interior. The Deputy Secretary will
be appointed by the President, with the
advice and consent of the Senate, for a
term of 6 years and may only be re-
moved for cause. The Deputy Secretary
will report directly to the Secretary
and will be responsible for the over-
sight of all trust fund and trust asset
administration and management, in-
cluding consultation with Indian
tribes. It is my hope that the Deputy
Secretary is provided the adequate au-
thority to administer the trust assets
and to ensure that reform of the ad-
ministration of trust assets is perma-
nent.

In addition, we must maintain and
strengthen the integrity of services of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, BIA, as
the primary agency providing trust
services directly to tribes. This reorga-
nization should not by any means di-
minish the BIA in it’s role as advocate
for tribes and must include the nec-
essary funding to allow for real trust
reform to be implemented at the re-
gional and agency levels.

We have already benefitted from the
input of the many tribal officials in
South Dakota, including the input of
the Great Plains Tribal Region and
Montana Wyoming Tribal Leaders’
Council. I would like to take this op-
portunity to thank Mike Jandreau,
chairman of the Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe and a member of the Interior De-
partment’s Tribal Task Force, as well
as Tom Ranfranz, president of the
Flandreau Santee and chairman of the
Great Plains Tribal Chairman’s Asso-
ciation for their advice and counsel as
we attempt to address the many chal-
lenges facing trust reform. Their im-
portant insight into the trust fund
management issues and their leader-
ship, along with the other tribal chairs
in the Great Plains and Rocky Moun-
tain Regions who have been very help-
ful to me as we to address the short-
comings of the Department’s plan and
try to find a legislative approach that
will finally begin to improve this situa-
tion,.

Madam President, I have high hopes
that this issue may finally be laid to
rest. It is crucial that the first Ameri-
cans of this proud country be treated
with the dignity and respect that has
been so sadly lacking for far too long.
This legislation provides a new founda-
tion from which we may once again
begin to rebuild the trust that the U.S.
Government has, in the eyes of the In-
dian people, let crumble into the rub-
ble of a bureaucratic maze.

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself,
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. SCHUMER, and

Mrs. CLINTON):
S. 2214. A bill to provide compensa-

tion and income tax relief for the indi-

viduals who were victims of the ter-
rorist-related bombing of the World
Trade Center in 1993 on the same basis
as compensation and income tax relief
is provided to victims of the terrorist-
related aircraft crashes on September
11, 2001; to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. CORZINE. Madam President,
today along with Senators TORRICELLI,
SCHUMER and CLINTON, I am intro-
ducing legislation to ensure that the
families of the victims of the 1993
World Trade Center terrorist bombing
receive the same compensation for
their devastating losses as those whose
loved ones perished in the horrific at-
tacks of September 11. They too de-
serve aid in rebuilding their lives and
it is up to Congress to make certain
their needs are met and their losses ac-
knowledged. I am pleased to join my
colleague Representative Robert
Menendez of New Jersey, who has in-
troduced this legislation in the House
of Representatives.

On February 26, 1993, a car bomb ex-
ploded on the second level of the World
Trade Center parking basement. The
blast injured over 1,000 people working
in the towers and left 6 individuals
dead. Among those lost was 57-year-old
William Macko of Bayonne, NJ.

I recently met with the Macko fam-
ily to discuss their loss and their strug-
gle for recovery. Though it has been
nearly a decade since William’s death,
it is clear that they are still suffering
from the unimaginable pain of his loss.
And as though this tragedy is not
enough for them to bear, the family
was dealt yet another blow when Carol,
William’s widow, was diagnosed with
cancer just nine months after losing
her husband.

Congress has responded with tremen-
dous generosity to the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11, creating a Victim Com-
pensation Fund to compensate those
injured and the families of those de-
ceased for economic and non-economic
losses, as well as providing substantial
Federal income tax relief.

These programs should also be made
available to those who lost loved ones
in the World Trade Center bombing of
1993. They too should be compensated
for the unbearable pain and sorrow
they endured at the hands of terrorists.
That is why I am introducing the 1993
World Trade Center Victims Compensa-
tion Act, which would include those in-
jured or killed in the 1993 bombing in
both the Victim Compensation Fund
and Victims Tax Relief.

When I met with the Macko family,
they asked that William’s death not be
forgotten or dismissed. They asked for
Congress to ensure that their suffering
and that of the other families who lost
loved ones on that cold February day
be recognized as well. Their request
was clear and simple, and we must not
let them down.

I urge my colleagues to show their
support for these families and cospon-
sor this legislation.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and
Mr. SANTORUM):
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S. 2215. A bill to halt Syrian support

for terrorism, end its occupation of
Lebanon, stop its development of weap-
ons of mass destruction, cease its ille-
gal importation of Iraqi oil and by so
doing hold Syria accountable for its
role in the Middle East, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President,
today Senator SANTORUM and I are
proud to introduce the Syria Account-
ability Act, a bill that will ensure that
Syria is held accountable for its ac-
tions in the Middle East and for its
support of international terrorism.

As a state-sponsor of terrorism,
Syria has supported and provided safe
haven to several terrorist groups, such
as Hizballah, Hamas, and the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine.
This is in violation of U.N. Security
Council resolutions that call on U.N.
member states to refrain from pro-
viding any form of support, active or
passive, to entities or persons involved
in terrorist acts.

Syria is also in violation of U.N. Se-
curity Council Resolutions that call for
the sovereignty and political independ-
ence of Lebanon. More than 20,000 Syr-
ian troops and security personnel oc-
cupy much of the sovereign territory of
Lebanon and it is time for them to
leave.

The legislation we are offering today
would expand sanctions on Syria until
the President certifies that Syria has
met four conditions.

First, that it does not support inter-
national terrorist groups;

Second, that it has withdrawn all
military, intelligence, and other secu-
rity personnel from Lebanon;

Third, that it has stopped developing
ballistic missiles and has stopped the
development and production of biologi-
cal and chemical weapons; and

Fourth, that it no longer in violation
of relevant U.N. Security Council Reso-
lutions.

To give maximum flexibility to the
President, we have included a ‘‘menu’’
of sanctions for the President to choose
from and a provision that would waive
sanctions should the President find
that it is in the national security in-
terest of the United States.

I hope my colleagues can support this
legislation and ask unanimous consent
that the text of the bill be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2215
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Syria Ac-
countability Act of 2002’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) On September 20, 2001, President George

Bush stated at a joint session of Congress
that ‘‘[e]very nation, in every region, now
has a decision to make . . . [e]ither you are
with us, or you are with the terrorists . . .

[f]rom this day forward, any nation that con-
tinues to harbor or support terrorism will be
regarded by the United States as a hostile
regime’’.

(2) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 1373 (September 28, 2001) mandates
that all states ‘‘refrain from providing any
form of support, active or passive, to entities
or persons involved in terrorist acts’’, take
‘‘the necessary steps to prevent the commis-
sion of terrorist acts’’, and ‘‘deny safe haven
to those who finance, plan, support, or com-
mit terrorist acts’’.

(3) The Government of Syria is currently
prohibited by United States law from receiv-
ing United States assistance because it is
listed as state sponsor of terrorism.

(4) Although the Department of State lists
Syria as a state sponsor of terrorism and re-
ports that Syria provides ‘‘safe haven and
support to several terrorist groups’’, fewer
United States sanctions apply with respect
to Syria than with respect to any other
country that is listed as a state sponsor of
terrorism.

(5) Terrorist groups, including Hizballah,
Hamas, the Popular Front for the Liberation
of Palestine, and the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine–General Command
maintain offices, training camps, and other
facilities on Syrian territory and operate in
areas of Lebanon occupied by the Syrian
armed forces and receive supplies from Iran
through Syria.

(6) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 520 (September 17, 1982) calls for
‘‘strict respect of the sovereignty, territorial
integrity, unity and political independence
of Lebanon under the sole and exclusive au-
thority of the Government of Lebanon
through the Lebanese Army throughout Leb-
anon’’.

(7) More than 20,000 Syrian troops and se-
curity personnel occupy much of the sov-
ereign territory of Lebanon exerting undue
influence upon its government and under-
mining its political independence.

(8) Since 1990 the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives have passed seven bills and reso-
lutions which call for the withdrawal of Syr-
ian armed forces from Lebanon.

(9) Large and increasing numbers of the
Lebanese people from across the political
spectrum in Lebanon have mounted peaceful
and democratic calls for the withdrawal of
the Syrian Army from Lebanese soil.

(10) Israel has withdrawn all of its armed
forces from Lebanon in accordance with
United Nations Security Council Resolution
425 (March 19, 1978), as certified by the
United Nations Secretary General.

(11) Even in the face of this United Nations
certification that acknowledged Israel’s full
compliance with Resolution 425, Syria per-
mits attacks by Hizballah and other militant
organizations on Israeli outposts at Shebaa
Farms, under the false guise that it remains
Lebanese land, and is also permitting at-
tacks on civilian targets in Israel.

(12) Syria will not allow Lebanon—a sov-
ereign country—to fulfill its obligation in
accordance with Security Council Resolution
425 to deploy its troops to southern Lebanon.

(13) As a result, the Israeli–Lebanese bor-
der and much of southern Lebanon is under
the control of Hizballah which continues to
attack Israeli positions and allows Iranian
Revolutionary Guards and other militant
groups to operate freely in the area, desta-
bilizing the entire region.

(14) The United States provides $40,000,000
in assistance to the Lebanese people through
private nongovernmental organizations,
$7,900,000 of which is provided to Lebanese–
American educational institutions.

(15) In the State of the Union address on
January 29, 2002, President Bush declared
that the United States will ‘‘work closely

with our coalition to deny terrorists and
their state sponsors the materials, tech-
nology, and expertise to make and deliver
weapons of mass destruction’’.

(16) The Government of Syria continues to
develop and deploy short and medium range
ballistic missiles.

(17) The Government of Syria is pursuing
the development and production of biological
and chemical weapons.

(18) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 661 (August 6, 1990) and subsequent
relevant resolutions restrict the sale of oil
and other commodities by Iraq, except to the
extent authorized by other relevant resolu-
tions.

(19) Syria, a non-permanent United Na-
tions Security Council member, is receiving
between 150,000 and 200,000 barrels of oil from
Iraq in violation of Security Council Resolu-
tion 661 and subsequent relevant resolutions.

(20) Syrian President Bashar Assad prom-
ised Secretary of State Powell in February
2001 to end violations of Security Council
Resolution 661 but this pledge has not been
fulfilled.
SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) the Government of Syria should imme-

diately and unconditionally halt support for
terrorism, permanently and openly declare
its total renunciation of all forms of ter-
rorism, and close all terrorist offices and fa-
cilities in Syria, including the offices of
Hamas, Hizballah, the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine, and the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine–Gen-
eral Command;

(2) the Government of Syria should imme-
diately declare its commitment to com-
pletely withdraw its armed forces, including
military, paramilitary, and security forces,
from Lebanon, and set a firm timetable for
such withdrawal;

(3) the Government of Lebanon should de-
ploy the Lebanese armed forces to all areas
of Lebanon, including South Lebanon, in ac-
cordance with United Nations Security
Council Resolution 520 (September 17, 1982),
in order to assert the sovereignty of the Leb-
anese state over all of its territory, and
should evict all terrorist and foreign forces
from southern Lebanon, including Hizballah
and the Iranian Revolutionary Guards;

(4) the Government of Syria should halt
the development and deployment of short
and medium range ballistic missiles and
cease the development and production of bio-
logical and chemical weapons;

(5) the Government of Syria should halt il-
legal imports and transshipments of Iraqi oil
and come into full compliance with United
Nations Security Council Resolution 661 and
subsequent relevant resolutions;

(6) the Governments of Lebanon and Syria
should enter into serious unconditional bi-
lateral negotiations with the Government of
Israel in order to realize a full and perma-
nent peace; and

(7) the United States should continue to
provide humanitarian and educational as-
sistance to the people of Lebanon only
through appropriate private, nongovern-
mental organizations and appropriate inter-
national organizations, until such time as
the Government of Lebanon asserts sov-
ereignty and control over all of its territory
and borders and achieves full political inde-
pendence, as called for in United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 520.
SEC. 4. STATEMENT OF POLICY.

It should be the policy of the United States
that—

(1) Syria will be held responsible for all at-
tacks committed by Hizballah and other ter-
rorist groups with offices or other facilities
in Syria, or bases in areas of Lebanon occu-
pied by Syria;
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(2) the United States will work to deny

Syria the ability to support acts of inter-
national terrorism and efforts to develop or
acquire weapons of mass destruction;

(3) the Secretary of State will continue to
list Syria as a state sponsor of terrorism
until Syria ends its support for terrorism, in-
cluding its support of Hizballah and other
terrorist groups in Lebanon and its hosting
of terrorist groups in Damascus, and comes
into full compliance with United States law
relating to terrorism and United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 1373 (September
28, 2001);

(4) the full restoration of Lebanon’s sov-
ereignty, political independence, and terri-
torial integrity is in the national security
interest of the United States;

(5) Syria is in violation of United Nations
Security Council Resolution 520 (September
17, 1982) through its continued occupation of
Lebanese territory and its encroachment
upon its political independence;

(6) Syria’s obligation to withdraw from
Lebanon is not conditioned upon progress in
the Israeli-Syrian or Israeli-Lebanese peace
process but derives from Syria’s obligation
under Security Council Resolution 520;

(7) Syria’s acquisition of weapons of mass
destruction and ballistic missile programs
threaten the security of the Middle East and
the national interests of the United States;

(8) Syria is in violation of United Nations
Security Council Resolution 661 (August 6,
1990) and subsequent relevant resolutions
through its continued purchase of oil from
Iraq; and

(9) the United States will not provide any
assistance to Syria and will oppose multilat-
eral assistance for Syria until Syria with-
draws its armed forces from Lebanon, halts
the development and deployment of weapons
of mass destruction and ballistic missiles,
and complies with Security Council Resolu-
tion 661 and subsequent relevant resolutions.
SEC. 5. SANCTIONS.

(a) SANCTIONS.—Until the President makes
the determination that Syria meets the re-
quirements described in paragraphs (1)
through (4) of subsection (c) and certifies
such determination to Congress in accord-
ance with such subsection—

(1) the President shall prohibit the export
to Syria of any item, including the issuance
of a license for the export of any item on the
United States Munitions List or Commerce
Control List of dual-use items in the Export
Administration Regulations (15 C.F.R. part
730 et seq.);

(2) the President shall prohibit United
States Government assistance, including
loans, credits, or other financial assistance,
to United States businesses with respect to
investment or other activities in Syria;

(3) the President shall prohibit the conduct
of programs of the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation and the Trade and Devel-
opment Agency in or with respect to Syria;
and

(4) the President shall impose two or more
of the following sanctions:

(A) Prohibit the export of products of the
United States (other than food and medicine)
to Syria.

(B) Prohibit United States businesses from
investing or operating in Syria.

(C) Restrict Syrian diplomats in Wash-
ington, D.C., and at the United Nations in
New York City, to travel only within a 25-
mile radius of Washington, D.C., or the
United Nations headquarters building, re-
spectively.

(D) Reduce United States diplomatic con-
tacts with Syria (other than those contacts
required to protect United States interests
or carry out the purposes of this Act).

(E) Block transactions in any property in
which the Government of Syria has any in-

terest, by any person, or with respect to any
property, subject to the jurisdiction of the
United States.

(b) WAIVER.—The President may waive the
application of either paragraph (2) or (3) (or
both) of subsection (a) if the President deter-
mines that it is in the national security in-
terest of the United States to do so.

(c) CERTIFICATION.—A certification under
this subsection is a certification transmitted
to the appropriate congressional committees
of a determination made by the President
that—

(1) the Government of Syria does not pro-
vide support for international terrorist
groups and does not allow terrorist groups,
such as Hamas, Hizballah, the Popular Front
for the Liberation of Palestine, and the Pop-
ular Front for the Liberation of Palestine–
General Command to maintain facilities in
Syria;

(2) the Government of Syria has withdrawn
all Syrian military, intelligence, and other
security personnel from Lebanon;

(3) the Government of Syria has ceased the
development and deployment of ballistic
missiles and has ceased the development and
production of biological and chemical weap-
ons; and

(4) the Government of Syria is no longer in
violation of United Nations Security Council
Resolution 661 and subsequent relevant reso-
lutions.
SEC. 6. REPORT.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
every 12 months thereafter until the condi-
tions described in paragraphs (1) through (4)
of section 5(c) are satisfied, the Secretary of
State shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report on—

(1) Syria’s progress toward meeting the
conditions described in paragraphs (1)
through (4) of section 5(c); and

(2) connections, if any, between individual
terrorists and terrorist groups which main-
tain offices, training camps, or other facili-
ties on Syrian territory, or operate in areas
of Lebanon occupied by the Syrian armed
forces, and the attacks against the United
States that occurred on September 11, 2001,
and other terrorist attacks on the United
States or its citizens, installations, or allies.

(b) FORM.—The report submitted under
subsection (a) shall be in unclassified form
but may include a classified annex.
SEC. 7. DEFINITION OF APPROPRIATE CONGRES-

SIONAL COMMITTEES.
In this Act, the term ‘‘appropriate congres-

sional committees’’ means the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

f

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED
RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 246—DE-
MANDING THE RETURN OF THE
USS ‘‘PUEBLO’’ TO THE UNITED
STATES NAVY

Mr. CAMPBELL submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

S. RES. 246
Whereas the USS Pueblo, which was at-

tacked and captured by the North Korean
Navy on January 23, 1968, was the first
United States Navy ship to be hijacked on
the high seas by a foreign military force in
over 150 years;

Whereas 1 member of the USS Pueblo crew,
Duane Hodges, was killed in the assault

while the other 82 crew members were held
in captivity, often under inhumane condi-
tions, for 11 months;

Whereas the USS Pueblo, an intelligence
collection auxiliary vessel, was operating in
international waters at the time of the cap-
ture, and therefore did not violate North Ko-
rean territorial waters;

Whereas the capture of the USS Pueblo re-
sulted in no reprisals against the Govern-
ment or people of North Korea and no mili-
tary action at any time; and

Whereas the USS Pueblo, though still the
property of the United States Navy, has been
retained by North Korea for more than 30
years, was subjected to exhibition in the
North Korean cities of Wonsan and
Hungham, and is now on display in
Pyongyang, the capital city of North Korea:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) demands the return of the USS Pueblo

to the United States Navy; and
(2) directs the Secretary of the Senate to

transmit copies of this resolution to the
President, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Secretary of State.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam President, I
am pleased to introduce this resolution
which recognizes and demands that the
government of North Korea return the
ship the USS Pueblo to the United
States Navy.

On January 23, 1968, while in inter-
national waters, the USS Pueblo was
attacked and illegally captured by the
North Korean Navy. This engagement
marked the first time in over 150 years
a United States Navy ship was hijacked
on the high seas by a foreign military
force. This naked act of aggression re-
sulted in 82 crew members being held in
captivity as Prisoners of War for eleven
months in inhumane conditions with
one casualty, Duane Hodges who was
killed during the initial assault. On De-
cember 23, 1968, the USS Pueblo crew
was finally released. At the time of its
capture, the USS Pueblo was operating
as an intelligence collection auxiliary
vessel, and did not pose a threat.

According to the Navy Department
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Ships’ Histories Section, the name USS
Pueblo has enjoyed a long and proud
history prior to January 23, 1968. Cur-
rently, the environmental research ves-
sel USS Pueblo, AGER–2, is the third
ship of the fleet to bear the name of
the City and County of Pueblo, CO.
Originally the armored cruiser Colo-
rado was renamed the Pueblo in 1916
when a new battleship named Colorado
was authorized. That ship served from
1905 to 1927. The second vessel named
the Pueblo, PF–13, was a city class frig-
ate which proudly served from 1944 to
1946. She was later sold to the Domini-
can Republic where she serves today.
The third and current PUEBLO, AGER–
2, was built by the Kewaunee Ship-
building and Engineering Corporation,
Kewaunee, WI. A general purpose sup-
ply vessel designed especially for serv-
ice in the U.S. Army Transportation
Corps, she was launched 16 April 1944
and later redesignated as an environ-
mental research vessel.

To date, the capture of the USS Pueb-
lo has resulted in no reprisal against
the government or people of North
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Korea and although the USS Pueblo
still remains property of the United
States Navy, the North Korean Govern-
ment displays it as a traveling museum
in the North Korean cities of Wonsan
and Hungham, and is now on display in
Pyongyang, the Capital city of North
Korea. This is unacceptable to me and
a number of my colleagues. At issue
here, isn’t the value of the ship. At
issue is the honor of America and the
record of those who proudly served and
were illegal captives by North Korea, a
nation which seeks the destruction of
America.

I stand with my fellow legislators
back home in the Sixty-third Colorado
State General Assembly in demanding
the return of the USS Pueblo to the
United States Navy.

I urge my colleagues here in the U.S.
Senate to join me in supporting pas-
sage of this important resolution.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 3142. Mr. KYL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 517, to authorize funding the Depart-
ment of Energy to enhance its mission areas
through technology transfer and partner-
ships for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 3143. Mr. KYL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 517, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 3144. Mr. GRAMM (for himself and Mr.
KYL) proposed an amendment to amendment
SA 2999 proposed by Mr. KERRY (for himself,
Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. CHAFEE) to the
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3145. Mr. REID proposed an amendment
to amendment SA 3008 proposed by Mr. DAY-
TON (for himself and Mr. GRASSLEY) to the
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3146. Mr. HAGEL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for him-
self and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517)
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 3147. Mr. THURMOND submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3148. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Ms. CANT-
WELL) proposed an amendment to amend-
ment SA 2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for
himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517)
supra.

SA 3149. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr. REID)
proposed an amendment to amendment SA
2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself
and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3150. Mr. BINGAMAN proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 2917 proposed
by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3151. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr. SCHUMER)
proposed an amendment to amendment SA
2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself
and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3152. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Ms.
LANDRIEU) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.

DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3153. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr. CORZINE)
proposed an amendment to amendment SA
2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself
and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3154. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr. KENNEDY)
proposed an amendment to amendment SA
2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself
and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3155. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mrs. LIN-
COLN) proposed an amendment to amendment
SA 2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for him-
self and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517)
supra.

SA 3156. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI) proposed an amendment to amend-
ment SA 2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for
himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517)
supra.

SA 3157. Mr. THURMOND submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3158. Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr.
SMITH, of New Hampshire) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3159. Mr. MURKOWSKI proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 2917 proposed
by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) supra.

SA 3160. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. KYL)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3525,
to enhance the border security of the United
States, and for other purposes.

SA 3161. Mr. BYRD proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3525, supra.

SA 3162. Mr. BYRD proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3525, supra.

SA 3163. Mr. BYRD proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3525, supra.

SA 3164. Mr. BYRD proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 3525, supra.

SA 3165. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for him-
self and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) to
authorize funding the Department of Energy
to enhance its mission areas through tech-
nology transfer and partnerships for fiscal
years 2002 through 2006, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 3166. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3167. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3168. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3169. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3170. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3171. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3172. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3173. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3174. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3175. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 3176. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to
the bill (S. 517) supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

f

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 3142. Mr. KYL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 517, to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 4, strike lines 5 through 16, and in-
sert the following:
SEC. 1901. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF ABOVE-

THE-LINE DEDUCTION FOR TEACH-
ER CLASSROOM EXPENSES.

Section 62(a)(2)(D) is amended by striking
‘‘In the case of taxable years beginning dur-
ing 2002 or 2003, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’.
SEC. 1901A. 3-YEAR EXTENSION OF CREDIT FOR

PRODUCING ELECTRICITY FROM
POULTRY WASTE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (C) of sec-
tion 45(c)(3) (relating to qualified facility), as
amended by section 603(a) of the Job Cre-
ation and Worker Assistance Act of 2002, is
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2004’’ and
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to elec-
tricity sold after the date of the enactment
of this Act in taxable years ending after such
date.

SA 3143. Mr. KYL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 517, to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

Beginning on page 17, line 9, strike all
through page 55, line 7, and insert the fol-
lowing:
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SEC. . PERMANENT EXTENSION OF ABOVE-THE-

LINE DEDUCTION FOR TEACHER
CLASSROOM EXPENSES.

Section 62(a)(2)(D) is amended by striking
‘‘In the case of taxable years beginning dur-
ing 2002 or 2003, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’.

SA 3144. Mr. GRAMM (for himself
and Mr. KYL) proposed an amendment
to amendment SA 2999 proposed by Mr.
KERRY (for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Ms. COL-
LINS, and Mr. CHAFEE) to the amend-
ment SA 2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE
(for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the
bill (S. 517) to authorize funding the
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

Strike all beginning page 2 line 1 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. . PERMANENT REPEAL OF DEATH TAXES.

Section 901 of the Economic Growth and
Tax Reconciliation Act of 2001 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘this Act’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘2010.’’ in subsection (a) and in-
serting ‘‘this Act (other than Title V) shall
not apply to taxable, plan, or limitation
years beginning after December 31, ‘‘2010’’,
and

(2) by striking ‘‘,estates, gifts, and trans-
fers’’ in subsection (b).

SA 3145. Mr. REID proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 3008 pro-
posed by Mr. DAYTON (for himself and
Mr. GRASSLEY) to the amendment SA
2917 proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for him-
self and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S.
517) to authorize funding the Depart-
ment of Energy to enhance its mission
areas through technology transfer and
partnerships for fiscal years 2002
through 2006, and for other purposes; as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be added,
insert the following:
SEC. 8ll. FEDERAL AGENCY ETHANOL-BLEND-

ED GASOLINE AND BIODIESEL PUR-
CHASING REQUIREMENT.

Title III of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 is
amended by striking section 306 (42 U.S.C.
13215) and inserting the following:
‘‘SEC. 306. FEDERAL AGENCY ETHANOL-BLENDED

GASOLINE AND BIODIESEL PUR-
CHASING REQUIREMENT.

‘‘(a) ETHANOL-BLENDED GASOLINE.—The
head of each Federal agency shall ensure
that, in areas in which ethanol-blended gaso-
line is available at a competitive price, the
Federal agency purchases ethanol-blended
gasoline containing at least 10 percent eth-
anol (or the highest available percentage of
ethanol), rather than nonethanol-blended
gasoline, for use in vehicles used by the
agency.

‘‘(b) BIODIESEL.—
‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF BIODIESEL.—In this sub-

section, the term ‘biodiesel’ has the meaning
given the term in section 312(f).

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT.—The head of each Fed-
eral agency shall ensure that the Federal
agency purchases, for use in fueling fleet ve-
hicles used by the Federal agency at the lo-
cation at which fleet vehicles of the Federal
agency are centrally fueled, in areas in
which biodiesel-blended diesel fuel is avail-
able at a competitive price—

‘‘(A) as of the date that is 5 years after the
date of enactment of this paragraph, bio-

diesel-blended diesel fuel that contains at
least 2 percent biodiesel, rather than
nonbiodiesel-blended diesel fuel; and

‘‘(B) as of the date that is 10 years after the
date of enactment of this paragraph, bio-
diesel-blended diesel fuel that contains at
least 20 percent biodiesel, rather than
nonbiodiesel-blended diesel fuel.

‘‘(c) EXEMPTION FOR MILITARY VEHICLES.—
This section does not apply to fuel used in
vehicles used for military purposes that the
Secretary of Defense certifies to the Sec-
retary must be exempt for national security
reasons.’’.

SA 3146. Mr. HAGEL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike Title XI and insert the following:
TITLE XI—NATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS

REGISTRY
SEC. 1101. SHORT TITLE.

This amendment may be cited as the ‘‘Na-
tional Climate Registry Initiative.’’
SEC. 1102. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this title is to establish a
new national greenhouse gas registry—

(1) to further encourage voluntary efforts,
by persons and entities conducting business
and other operations in the United States, to
implement actions, projects and measures
that reduce greenhouse gas emissions;

(2) to encourage such persons and entities
to monitor and voluntarily report green-
house gas emissions, direct or indirect, from
their facilities, and to the extent prac-
ticable, from other types of sources;

(3) to adopt a procedure and uniform for-
mat for such persons and entities to estab-
lish and report voluntarily greenhouse gas
emission baselines in connection with, and
furtherance of, such reductions;

(4) to provide verification mechanisms to
ensure for participants and the public a high
level of confidence in accuracy and
verifiability of reports made to the national
registry;

(5) to encourage persons and entities,
through voluntary agreement with the Sec-
retary, to report annually greenhouse gas
emissions from their facilities;

(6) to provide to persons or entities that
engage in such voluntary agreements and re-
duce their emissions transferable credits
which, inter alia, shall be available for use
by such persons or entities for any incentive,
market-based, or regulatory programs deter-
mined by the Congress in a future enactment
to be necessary and feasible to reduce the
risk of climate change and its impacts; and

(7) to provide for the registration, transfer
and tracking of the ownership or holding of
such credits for purposes of facilitating vol-
untary trading among persons and entities.
SEC. 1103. DEFINITIONS.

In this title—
(1) ‘‘person’’ means an individual, corpora-

tion, association, joint venture, cooperative,
or partnership;

(2) ‘‘entity’’ means a public person, a Fed-
eral, interstate, State, or local governmental
agency, department, corporation, or other
publicly owned organization;

(3) ‘‘facility’’ means those buildings, struc-
tures, installations, or plants (including
units thereof) that are on contiguous or ad-
jacent land, are under common control of the

same person or entity and are a source of
emissions of greenhouse gases in excess for
emission purposes of a threshold as recog-
nized by the guidelines issued under this
title;

(4) ‘‘reductions’’ means actions, projects or
measures taken, whether in the United
States or internationally, by a person or en-
tity to reduce, avoid or sequester, directly or
indirectly, emissions of one or more green-
house gases;

(5) ‘‘greenhouse gas’’ means—
(A) an anthropogenic gaseous constituent

of the atmosphere (including carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride)
that absorbs and re-emits infrared radiation
and influences climate; and

(B) an anthropogenic aerosol (such as
black soot) that absorbs solar radiation and
influences climate;

(6) ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of En-
ergy;

(7) ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Adminis-
trator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration; and

(8) ‘‘Interagency Task Force’’ means the
Interagency Task Force established under
title X of this Act.
SEC. 1104. ESTABLISHMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the enactment of this title, the Presi-
dent shall, in consultation with the Inter-
agency Task Force, establish a National
Greenhouse Gas Registry to be administered
by the Secretary through the Administrator
in accordance with the applicable provisions
of this title, section 205 of the Department of
Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 7135) and other appli-
cable provisions of that Act (42 U.S.C. 7101,
et seq.).

(b) DESIGNATION.—Upon establishment of
the registry and issuance of the guidelines
pursuant to this title, such registry shall
thereafter be the depository for the United
States of data on greenhouse gas emissions
and emissions reductions collected from and
reported by persons or entities with facilities
or operations in the United States, pursuant
to the guidelines issued under this title.

(c) PARTICIPATION.—Any person or entity
conducting business or activities in the
United States may, in accordance with the
guidelines established pursuant to this title,
voluntarily report its total emissions levels
and register its certified emissions reduc-
tions with such registry, provided that such
reports—

(1) represent a complete and accurate in-
ventory of emissions from facilities and op-
erations within the United States and any
domestic or international reduction activi-
ties; and

(2) have been verified as accurate by an
independent person certified pursuant to
guidelines developed pursuant to this title,
or other means.

(d) CONFIDENTIALITY OF REPORTS.—Trade
secret and commercial or financial informa-
tion that is privileged and confidential sub-
mitted pursuant to activities under this title
shall be provided in section 552(b)(4) of title
5, United States Code.
SEC. 1105. IMPLEMENTATION.

(a) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of establishment of the reg-
istry pursuant to this title, the Secretary
shall, in consultation with the Interagency
Task Force, issue guidelines establishing
procedures for the administration of the na-
tional registry. Such guidelines shall
include—

(1) means and methods for persons or enti-
ties to determine, quantify, and report by
appropriate and credible means their base-
line emissions levels on an annual basis, tak-
ing into consideration any reports made by
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such participants under past Federal pro-
grams;

(2) procedures for the use of an independent
third-party or other effective verification
process for reports on emissions levels and
emissions reductions, using the authorities
available to the Secretary under this and
other provisions of law and taking into ac-
count, to the extent possible, costs, risks,
the voluntary nature of the registry, and
other relevant factors;

(3) a range of reference cases for reporting
of project-based reductions in various sec-
tors, and the inclusion of benchmark and de-
fault methodologies and practices for use as
reference cases for eligible projects;

(4) safeguards to prevent and address re-
porting, inadvertently or otherwise, of some
or all of the same greenhouse gas emissions
or reductions by more than one reporting
person or entity and to make corrections and
adjustments in data where necessary;

(5) procedures and criteria for the review
and registration of ownership or holding of
all or part of any reported and independently
verified emission reduction projects, actions
and measures relative to such reported base-
line emissions level;

(6) measures or a process for providing to
such persons or entities transferable credits
with unique serial numbers for such verified
emissions reductions; and

(7) accounting provisions needed to allow
for changes in registration and transfer of
ownership of such credits resulting from a
voluntary private transaction between per-
sons or entities, provided that the Secretary
is notified of any such transfer within 30
days of the transfer having been effected ei-
ther by private contract or market mecha-
nism.

(b) CONSIDERATION.—In developing such
guidelines, the Secretary shall take into
consideration—

(1) the existing guidelines for voluntary
emissions reporting issued under section
1605(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42
U.S.C. 13385(b)), experience in applying such
guidelines, and any revisions thereof initi-
ated by the Secretary pursuant to direction
of the President issued prior to the enact-
ment of this title;

(2) protocols and guidelines developed
under any Federal, State, local, or private
voluntary greenhouse gas emissions report-
ing or reduction programs;

(3) the various differences and potential
uniqueness of the facilities, operations and
business and other relevant practices of per-
sons and entities in the private and public
sectors that may be expected to participate
in the registry;

(4) issues, such as comparability, that are
associated with the reporting of both emis-
sions baselines and reductions from activi-
ties and projects; and

(5) the appropriate level or threshold emis-
sions applicable to a facility or activity of a
person or entity that may be reasonably and
cost effectively identified, measured and re-
ported voluntarily, taking into consideration
different types of facilities and activities and
the de minimis nature of some emissions and
their sources; and

(6) any other consideration the Secretary
may deem appropriate.

(c) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Sec-
retary, and any member of the Interagency
Task Force, may secure the services of ex-
perts and consultants in the private and non-
profit sectors in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 3109 of title 5, United Sates
Code, in the areas of greenhouse gas meas-
urement, certification, and emissions trad-
ing. In securing such services, any grant,
contract, cooperative agreement, or other
arrangement authorized by law and already
available to the Secretary or the member of

the Interagency Task Force securing such
services may be used.

(d) TRANSFERABILITY OF PRIOR REPORTS.—
Emissions reports and reductions that have
been made by a person or entity pursuant to
section 1605(b) of the Energy Policy Act of
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13385(b)) or under other Fed-
eral or State voluntary greenhouse gas re-
duction programs may be independently
verified and registered with the registry
using the same guidelines developed by the
Secretary pursuant to this section.

(e) PUBLIC COMMENT.—The Secretary shall
make such guidelines available in draft form
for public notice and opportunity for com-
ment for a period of at least 90 days, and
thereafter shall adopt them for use in imple-
mentation of the registry established pursu-
ant to this title.

(f) REVIEW AND REVISION.—The Secretary,
through the Interagency Task Force, shall
periodically thereafter review the guidelines
and, as needed, revise them in the same man-
ner as provided for in this section.
SEC. 1106. VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In furtherance of the pur-
poses of this title, any person or entity, and
the Secretary, may voluntarily enter into an
agreement to provide that—

(1) such person or entity (and successors
thereto) shall report annually to the registry
on emissions and sources of greenhouse gases
from applicable facilities and operations
which generate net emissions above any de
minimis thresholds specified in the guide-
lines issued by the Secretary pursuant to
this title;

(2) such person or entity (and successors
thereto) shall commit to report and partici-
pate in the registry for a period of at least 5
calendar years, provided that such agree-
ments may be renewed by mutual consent;

(3) for purposes of measuring performance
under the agreement, such person or entity
(and successors thereto) shall determine, by
mutual agreement with the Secretary—

(A) pursuant to the guidelines issued under
this title, a baseline emissions level for a
representative period preceding the effective
date of the agreement; and

(B) emissions reduction goals, taking into
consideration the baseline emissions level
determined under subparagraph (A) and any
relevant economic and operational factors
that may affect such baseline emissions level
over the duration of the agreement; and

(4) for certified emissions reductions made
relative to the baseline emissions level, the
Secretary shall provide, at the request of the
person or entity, transferable credits (with
unique assigned serial numbers) to the per-
son or entity which, inter alia—

(A) can be used by such person or entity to-
wards meeting emissions reductions goals
set forth under the agreement;

(B) can be transferred to other parties or
entities through a voluntary private trans-
action between persons or entities; or

(C) shall be applicable towards any incen-
tive, market-based, or regulatory programs
determined by the Congress in a future en-
actment to be necessary and feasible to re-
duce the risk of climate change and its im-
pacts.

(b) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT.—At least
30 days before any agreement is final, the
Secretary shall give notice thereof in the
Federal Register and provide an opportunity
for public written comment. After reviewing
such comments, the Secretary may withdraw
the agreement or the parties thereto may
mutually agree to revise it to finalize it
without substantive change. Such agreement
shall be retained in the national registry and
be available to the public.

(c) EMISSIONS IN EXCESS.—In the event that
a person or entity fails to certify that emis-

sions from applicable facilities are less than
the emissions reduction goals contained in
the agreement, such person or entity shall
take actions as necessary to reduce such ex-
cess emissions, including—

(1) redemption of transferable credits ac-
quired in previous years if owned by the per-
son or entity;

(2) acquisition of transferable credits from
other persons or entities participating in the
registry through their own agreements; or

(3) the undertaking of additional emissions
reductions activities in subsequent years as
may be determined by agreement with the
Secretary.

(d) NO NEW AUTHORITY.—This section shall
not be construed as providing any regulatory
or mandate authority regarding reporting of
such emissions or reductions.
SEC. 1107. MEASUREMENT AND VERIFICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com-
merce, through the National Institute of
Standards and Technology and in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Energy, shall de-
velop and propose standards and practices
for accurate measurement and verification
of greenhouse gas emissions and emissions
reductions. Such standards and best prac-
tices shall address the need for—

(1) standardized measurement and
verification practices for reports made by all
persons or entities participating in the reg-
istry, taking into account—

(A) existing protocols and standards al-
ready in use by persons or entities desiring
to participate in the registry;

(B) boundary issues such as leakage and
shifted utilization;

(C) avoidance of double-counting of green-
house gas emissions and emissions reduc-
tions; and

(D) such other factors as the panel deter-
mines to be appropriate;

(2) measurement and verification of ac-
tions taken to reduce, avoid or sequester
greenhouse gas emissions;

(3) in coordination with the Secretary of
Agriculture, measurement of the results of
the use of carbon sequestration and carbon
recapture technologies, including—

(A) organic soil carbon sequestration prac-
tices;

(B) forest preservation and re-forestration
activities which adequately address the
issues of permanence, leakage and
verification; and

(4) such other measurement and
verification standards as the Secretary of
Commerce, the Secretary of Agriculture, and
the Secretary of Energy shall determine to
be appropriate.

(b) PUBLIC COMMENT.—The Secretary of
Commerce shall make such standards and
practices available in draft form for public
notice and opportunity for comment for a pe-
riod of at least 90 days, and thereafter shall
adopt them, in coordination with the Sec-
retary of Energy, for use in the guidelines
for implementation of the registry as issued
pursuant to this title.
SEC. 1108. CERTIFIED INDEPENDENT THIRD PAR-

TIES.
(a) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary of Com-

merce shall, through the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology
and the Administrator, develop standards for
certification of independent persons to act as
certified parties to be employed in verifying
the accuracy and reliability of reports made
under this title, including standards that—

(1) prohibit a certified party from them-
selves participating in the registry through
the ownership or transaction of transferable
credits recorded in the registry;

(2) prohibit the receipt by a certified party
of compensation in the form of a commission
where such party receives payment based on
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the amount of emissions reductions verified;
and

(3) authorize such certified parties to enter
into agreements with persons engaged in
trading of transferable credits recorded in
the registry.

(b) LIST OF CERTIFIED PARTIES.—The Sec-
retary shall maintain and make available to
persons or entities making reports under
this title and to the public upon request a
list of such certified parties and their clients
making reports under this title.
SEC. 1109. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

Not later than 1 year after guidelines are
issued for the registry pursuant to this title,
and biennially thereafter, the President,
through the Interagency Task Force, shall
report to the Congress on the status of the
registry established by this title. The report
shall include—

(a) an assessment of the level of participa-
tion in the registry (both by sector and in
terms of national emissions represented);

(b) effectiveness of voluntary reporting
agreements in enhancing participation in
the registry;

(c) use of the registry for emissions trading
and other purposes;

(d) assessment of progress towards indi-
vidual and national emissions reduction
goals; and

(e) an inventory of administrative actions
taken or planned to improve the national
registry or the guidelines, or both, and such
recommendations for legislative changes to
this title or section 1605 of the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13385) as the President
believes necessary to better carry out the
purposes of this title.
SEC. 1110. NATIONAL ACADEMY REVIEW.

Not later than 1 year after guidelines are
issued for the registry pursuant to this title,
the Secretary, in consultation with the
Interagency Task Force, shall enter into an
agreement with the National Academy of
Sciences to review the scientific and techno-
logical methods, assumptions, and standards
used by the Secretary and the Secretary of
Commerce for such guidelines and report to
the President and the Congress on the re-
sults of that review, together with such rec-
ommendations as may be appropriate, within
6 months after the effective date of that
agreement.

SA 3147. Mr. THURMOND submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:
SEC. 17ll. FEASIBILITY REPORT ON COMMER-

CIAL NUCLEAR ENERGY PRODUC-
TION AND REGIONAL EDUCATION
CONSORTIA AT DEPARTMENT OF EN-
ERGY NUCLEAR FACILITIES.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR ENERGY PRODUC-

TION.—The term ‘‘commercial nuclear energy
production’’ means electric power generated
by for profit, private firms, public coopera-
tives, and municipal utilities.

(2) DEPARTMENT FACILITY.—The term ‘‘De-
partment facility’’ means a Department of
Energy nuclear facility.

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of Energy.

(b) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study to determine the feasibility of—

(1) developing commercial nuclear energy
production facilities at Department facilities
in existence on the date of enactment of this
Act, including—

(A) options for how and where commercial
nuclear power plants can be developed at De-
partment facilities;

(B) estimates of cost savings to the United
States that may be realized by locating new
commercial nuclear power plants at Depart-
ment facilities;

(C) the feasibility of incorporating new
technology into commercial nuclear power
plants at Department facilities;

(D) potential improvements in the licens-
ing and safety oversight procedures of com-
mercial nuclear power plants at Department
facilities;

(E) an assessment of the effects of nuclear
waste management policies and projects as a
result of locating commercial nuclear power
plants at Department facilities;

(F) the appropriate amounts of contribu-
tions of public and private funds; and

(G) other appropriate factors; and
(2) establishing regional education con-

sortia at Department facilities, including—
(A) strategies for strengthening partner-

ships among the Department of Energy, en-
gineering and science institutions of higher
learning, other schools providing vocational
training to the nuclear power industry, and
commercial nuclear power producers;

(B) contributions that such consortia could
make to the program goals of relevant provi-
sions of this Act; and

(C) other actions that could optimize civil-
ian and military education in nuclear edu-
cation at Department facilities that would
enhance electric power production in the
United States.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report de-
scribing the results of the study under sub-
section (b).

SA 3148. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Ms.
CANTWELL) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 403, after line 12, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 1215. HIGH POWER DENSITY INDUSTRY PRO-

GRAM.
The Secretary shall establish a comprehen-

sive research, development, demonstration
and deployment program to improve energy
efficiency of high power density facilities,
including data centers, server farms, and
telecommunications facilities. Such program
shall consider technologies that provide sig-
nificant improvement in thermal controls,
metering, load management, peak load re-
duction, or the efficient cooling of elec-
tronics.

SA 3149. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr.
REID) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 403, after line 12, insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘SEC. 1215. RESEARCH REGARDING PRECIOUS
METAL CATALYSIS.

‘‘The Secretary of Energy may, for the
purpose of developing improved industrial
and automotive catalysis, carry out research
in the use of precious metals (excluding plat-
inum, palladium, and rhodium) in catalysis
directly, though national laboratories, or
through grants to or cooperative agreements
or contracts with public or nonprofit enti-
ties. There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this section such sums as are
necessary for fiscal years 2003 through 2006.’’.

SA 3150. Mr. BINGAMAN proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 2917 pro-
posed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and
Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) to au-
thorize funding the Department of En-
ergy to enhance its mission areas
through technology transfer and part-
nerships for fiscal years 2002 through
2006, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of title XVII, add the following:
SEC. 17 . REPORT ON ENERGY SAVINGS AND

WATER USE.
(a) REPORT.—The Secretary of Energy shall

conduct a study of opportunities to reduce
energy use by cost-effective improvements in
the efficiency of municipal water and waste
water treatment and use, including water
pumps, motors, and delivery systems; purifi-
cation, conveyance and distribution; upgrad-
ing of aging water infrastructure, and im-
proved methods for leakage monitoring,
measuring, and reporting; and public edu-
cation.

(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—The Secretary
of Energy shall submit a report on the re-
sults of the study, including any rec-
ommendations for implementation of meas-
ures and estimates of costs and resource sav-
ings, no later than two years from the date
of enactment of this section.

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—There is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this section.

SA 3151. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr.
SCHUMER) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of subtitle A of title IX add the
following:
SEC. 9 . ENERGY EFFICIENT APPLIANCE RE-

BATE PROGRAMS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘‘eligible

state’’ means a State that meets the require-
ments of subsection (b).

(2) ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘En-
ergy Star program’’ means the program es-
tablished by section 324A of the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act.

(3) RESIDENTIAL ENERGY STAR PRODUCT.—
The term ‘‘residential Energy Star product’’
means a product for a residence that is rated
for energy efficiency under the Energy Star
program.

(4) STATE ENERGY OFFICE.—The term
‘‘State energy office’’ means the State agen-
cy responsible for developing State energy
conservation plans under section 362 of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.S.C. 6322).

(5) STATE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘State pro-
gram’’ means a State energy efficient appli-
ance rebate program described in subsection
(b)(1).
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(b) ELIGIBLE STATES.—A State shall be eli-

gible to receive an allocation under sub-
section (c) if the State—

(1) establishes (or has established) a State
energy efficient appliance rebate program to
provide rebates to residential consumers for
the purchase of residential Energy Star prod-
ucts to replace used appliances of the same
type;

(2) submits an application for the alloca-
tion at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require; and

(3) provides assurances satisfactory to the
Secretary that the Senate will use the allo-
cation to supplement, but not supplant,
funds made available to carry out the State
program.

(c) AMOUNT OF ALLOCATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

for each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allo-
cate to the State energy office of each eligi-
ble State to carry out subsection (d) an
amount equal to the product obtained by
multiplying the amount made available
under subsection (e) for the fiscal year by
the ratio that the population of the State in
the most recent calendar year for which data
are available bears to the total population of
all eligible States in that calendar year.

(2) MINIMUM ALLOCATIONS.—For each fiscal
year, the amounts allocated under this sub-
section shall be adjusted proportionately so
that no eligible State is allocated a sum that
is less than an amount determined by the
Secretary.

(d) USE OF ALLOCATED FUNDS.—The alloca-
tions to a State energy office under sub-
section (c) may be used to pay up to 50 per-
cent of the cost of establishing and carrying
out a State program.

(e) ISSUANCE OF REBATES.—Rebates may be
provided to residential consumers that meet
the requirements of the State program. The
amount of a rebate shall be determined by
the State energy office, taking into
consideration—

(1) the amount of the allocation to the
State energy office under subsection (c);

(2) the amount of any Federal or State tax
incentive available for the purchase of the
residential Energy Star product; and

(3) the difference between the cost of the
residential Energy Star product and the cost
of an appliance that is not a residential En-
ergy Star product, but is of the same type as,
and is the nearest capacity, performance,
and other relevant characteristics (as deter-
mined by the State energy office) to the resi-
dential Energy Star product.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section such sums as are nec-
essary for fiscal year 2003 through fiscal year
2012.

SA 3152. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Ms.
LANDRIEU) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 301, line 22, strike ‘‘organiza-
tions.’.’’ and insert the following:
‘‘organizations.

‘‘(d) SMALL BUSINESS EDUCATION AND AS-
SISTANCE.—The Administrator of the Small
Business Administration, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy and the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, shall develop and coordinate a gov-
ernment-wide program, building on the ex-

isting Energy Star for Small Business Pro-
gram, to assist small business to become
more energy efficient, understand the cost
savings obtainable through efficiencies, and
identify financing options for energy effi-
ciency upgrades. The Secretary and the Ad-
ministrator shall make the program infor-
mation available directly to small businesses
and through other federal agencies, includ-
ing the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, and the Department of Agri-
culture.’.’’.

SA 3153. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr.
CORZINE) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of subtitle D of title IX, add the
following:
SEC. 937. CAPITAL FUND.

Section 9 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g), as amended by sec-
tion 934, is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)(1)—
(A) in subparagraph (L), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’;
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (L) as

subparagraph (K); and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(L) integrated utility management and

capital planning to maximize energy con-
servation and efficiency measures.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(2)(C)—
(A) by striking ‘‘The’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) THIRD PARTY CONTRACTS.—Contracts

described in clause (i) may include contracts
for equipment conversions to less costly util-
ity sources, projects with resident paid utili-
ties, adjustments to frozen base year con-
sumption, including systems repaired to
meet applicable building and safety codes
and adjustments for occupancy rates in-
creased by rehabilitation.

‘‘(iii) TERM OF CONTRACT.—The total term
of a contract described in clause (i) shall be
for not more than 20 years to allow longer
payback periods for retrofits, including but
not limited to windows, heating system re-
placements, wall insulation, site-based gen-
erations, and advanced energy savings tech-
nologies, including renewable energy genera-
tion.’’.
SEC. 938. ENERGY-EFFICIENT APPLIANCES.

A public housing agency shall purchase en-
ergy-efficient appliances that are Energy
Star products as defined in section 552 of the
National Energy Policy and Conservation
Act (as amended by this Act) when the pur-
chase of energy-efficient appliances is cost-
effective to the public housing agency.
SEC. 939. ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.

Section 109 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
12709) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘the date of the enactment

of the Energy Policy Act of 1992’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘September 30, 2002’’.

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’
at the end;

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the
period at the end and inserting a semi-colon;
and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:
(C) rehabilitation and new construction of

public and assisted housing funded by HOPE

VI revitalization grants, established under
section 24 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437v), where such standards
are determined to be cost effective by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Council
of American’’ and all that follows through
‘‘life-cycle cost basis’’ and inserting ‘‘2000
International Energy Conservation Code’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘the date of the enactment

of the Energy Policy Act of 1992’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘September 30, 2002’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘CABO’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘1989’’ and inserting ‘‘the 2000
International Energy Conservation Code’’;
and

(3) in subsection (c)—
(A) in the heading, by striking ’’MODEL EN-

ERGY CODE’’ and inserting ‘‘THE INTER-
NATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION CODE’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘CABO’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘1989’’ and inserting ‘‘the 2000
International Energy Conservation Code’’.
SEC. 940. ENERGY STRATEGY FOR HUD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development shall develop and
implement an integrated strategy to reduce
utility expenses through cost-effective En-
ergy conservation and efficiency measures,
design and construction in public and as-
sisted housing.

(b) ENERGY MANAGEMENT OFFICE.—The Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall create an office at the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for utility
management, energy efficiency, and con-
servation, with responsibility for imple-
menting the strategy developed under this
section, including development of a central-
ized database that monitors public housing
energy usage, and development of energy re-
duction goals and incentives for public hous-
ing agencies. The Secretary shall submit an
annual report to Congress on the strategy.

SA 3154. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr.
KENNEDY) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 183, line 15, strike ‘‘and’’ and all
that follows through line 19, and insert the
following:

(2) the term ‘‘idling’’ means not turning off
an engine while remaining stationary for
more than approximately 3 minutes; and

(3) the term ‘‘ultra-low sulfur diesel school
bus’’ means a school bus powered by diesel
fuel which contains sulfur at not more than
15 parts per million.

(k) REDUCTION OF SCHOOL BUS IDLING.—
Each local educational agency (as defined in
section 9101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801))
that receives Federal funds under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) is encouraged to
develop a policy to reduce the incidence of
school buses idling at schools when picking
up and unloading students.

SA 3155. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mrs.
LINCOLN) proposed an amendment to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
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technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 123, after line 17, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 514. DECOMMISSIONING PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of En-
ergy shall establish a decommissioning pilot
program to decommission and decontami-
nate the sodium-cooled fast breeder experi-
mental test-site reactor located in northeast
Arkansas in accordance with the decommis-
sioning activities contained in the August 31,
1998 Department of Energy report on the re-
actor.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $16,000,000.

SA 3156. Mr. BINGAMAN (for Mr.
MURKOWSKI) proposed an amendment
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 443, after line 8, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 1237. CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY LOAN.

There is authorized to be appropriated not
to exceed $125,000,000 to the Secretary of En-
ergy to provide a loan to the owner of the ex-
perimental plant constructed under United
States Department of Energy cooperative
agreement number DE–FC22–91PC99544 on
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
determines, including interest rates and up-
front payments.

SA 3157. Mr. THURMOND submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which were ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:
SEC. 17 . REPORT ON RESEARCH ON HYDROGEN

PRODUCTION AND USE.
Not later than 120 days after the date of

enactment of this Act, the Secretary of En-
ergy shall submit to Congress a report that
identifies current or potential research
projects at Department of Energy nuclear fa-
cilities relating to—

(1) the production of hydrogen; or
(2) the use of hydrogen in fuel cell develop-

ment or any other method or process en-
hancing alternative energy production tech-
nologies.

SA 3158. Mr. CONRAD (for himself
and Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed to amendment SA 2917 pro-
posed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and
Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517) to au-
thorize funding the Department of En-
ergy to enhance its mission areas
through technology transfer and part-
nerships for fiscal years 2002 through
2006, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 2104 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2104. CREDIT FOR BUSINESS INSTALLATION
OF QUALIFIED FUEL CELLS AND
STATIONARY MICROTURBINE
POWER PLANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 48(a)(3) (defining energy property) is
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of
clause (i), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of
clause (ii), and by inserting after clause (ii)
the following new clause:

‘‘(iii) qualified fuel cell property or quali-
fied microturbine property,’’.

(b) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY; QUALI-
FIED MICROTURBINE PROPERTY.—Subsection
(a) of section 48 is amended by redesignating
paragraphs (4) and (5) as paragraphs (5) and
(6), respectively, and by inserting after para-
graph (3) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY; QUALI-
FIED MICROTURBINE PROPERTY.—For purposes
of this subsection—

‘‘(A) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified fuel

cell property’ means a fuel cell power plant
that—

‘‘(I) generates at least 1 kilowatt of elec-
tricity using an electrochemical process, and

‘‘(II) has an electricity-only generation ef-
ficiency greater than 30 percent.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—In the case of qualified
fuel cell property placed in service during
the taxable year, the credit determined
under paragraph (1) for such year with re-
spect to such property shall not exceed an
amount equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(I) 30 percent of the basis of such prop-
erty, or

‘‘(II) $1,000 for each kilowatt of capacity of
such property.

‘‘(iii) FUEL CELL POWER PLANT.—The term
‘fuel cell power plant’ means an integrated
system comprised of a fuel cell stack assem-
bly and associated balance of plant compo-
nents that converts a fuel into electricity
using electrochemical means.

‘‘(iv) TERMINATION.—Such term shall not
include any property placed in service after
December 31, 2007.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED MICROTURBINE PROPERTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘qualified

microturbine property’ means a stationary
microturbine power plant which has an elec-
tricity-only generation efficiency not less
than 26 percent at International Standard
Organization conditions.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—In the case of qualified
microturbine property placed in service dur-
ing the taxable year, the credit determined
under paragraph (1) for such year with re-
spect to such property shall not exceed an
amount equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(I) 10 percent of the basis of such prop-
erty, or

‘‘(II) $200 for each kilowatt of capacity of
such property.

‘‘(iii) STATIONARY MICROTURBINE POWER
PLANT.—The term ‘stationary microturbine
power plant means a system comprising of a
rotary engine which is actuated by the aero-
dynamic reaction or impulse or both on ra-
dial or axial curved full-circumferential-ad-
mission airfoils on a central axial rotating
spindle. Such system—

‘‘(I) commonly includes an air compressor,
combustor, gas pathways which lead com-
pressed air to the combustor and which lead
hot combusted gases from the combustor to
1 or more rotating turbine spools, which in
turn drive the compressor and power output
shaft,

‘‘(II) includes a fuel compressor,
recuperator/regenerator, generator or alter-
nator, integrated combined cycle equipment,
cooling-heating-and-power equipment, sound
attenuation apparatus, and power condi-
tioning equipment, and

‘‘(III) includes all secondary components
located between the existing infrastructure

for fuel delivery and the existing infrastruc-
ture for power distribution, including equip-
ment and controls for meeting relevant
power standards, such as voltage, frequency,
and power factors.

‘‘(iv) TERMINATION.—Such term shall not
include any property placed in service after
December 31, 2006.’’.

(c) LIMITATION.—Section 48(a)(2)(A) (relat-
ing to energy percentage) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The energy percentage
is—

‘‘(i) in the case of qualified fuel cell prop-
erty, 30 percent, and

‘‘(ii) in the case of any other energy prop-
erty, 10 percent.’’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 29(b)(3)(A)(i)(III) is amended by

striking ‘‘section 48(a)(4)(C)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 48(a)(5)(C)’’.

(B) Section 48(a)(1) is amended by inserting
‘‘except as provided in subparagraph (A)(ii)
or (B)(ii) of paragraph (4),’’ before ‘‘the en-
ergy’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to prop-
erty placed in service after December 31,
2002, under rules similar to the rules of sec-
tion 48(m) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (as in effect on the day before the date
of the enactment of the Revenue Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990).

SA 3159. Mr. MURKOWSKI proposed
an amendment to amendment SA 2917
proposed by Mr. DASCHLE (for himself
and Mr. BINGAMAN) to the bill (S. 517)
to authorize funding the Department of
Energy to enhance its mission areas
through technology transfer and part-
nerships for fiscal years 2002 through
2006, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
TITLE—IRAQ OIL IMPORT RESTRICTION

SECTION ll1. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS.
(a) This Title can be cited as the ‘Iraq Pe-

troleum Import Restriction Act of 2001.’
(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the government of the Republic of Iraq:
(A) has failed to comply with the terms of

United Nations Security Council Resolution
686 regarding unconditional Iraqi acceptance
of the destruction, removal, or rendering
harmless, under international supervision, of
all nuclear, chemical and biological weapons
and all stocks of agents and all related sub-
systems and components and all research,
development, support and manufacturing fa-
cilities, as well as all ballistic missiles with
a range greater than 150 kilometers and re-
lated major parts, and repair and production
facilities and has failed to allow United Na-
tions inspectors access to sites used for the
production or storage of weapons of mass de-
struction.

(B) routinely contravenes the terms and
conditions of UNSC Resolution 661, author-
izing the export of petroleum products from
Iraq in exchange for food, medicine and other
humanitarian products by conducting a rou-
tine and extensive program to sell such prod-
ucts outside of the channels established by
UNSC Resolution 661 in exchange for mili-
tary equipment and materials to be used in
pursuit of its program to develop weapons of
mass destruction in order to threaten the
United States and its allies in the Persian
Gulf and surrounding regions.

(C) has failed to adequately draw down
upon the amounts received in the Escrow Ac-
count established by UNSC Resolution 661 to
purchase food, medicine and other humani-
tarian products required by its citizens, re-
sulting in massive humanitarian suffering by
the Iraqi people.
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(D) conducts a periodic and systematic

campaign to harass and obstruct the enforce-
ment of the United States and United King-
dom-enforced ‘‘No-Fly Zones’’ in effect in
the Republic of Iraq.

(E) routinely manipulates the petroleum
export production volumes permitted under
UNSC Resolution 661 in order to create un-
certainty in global energy markets, and
therefore threatens the economic security of
the United States.

(F) pays bounties to the families of suicide
bombers in order to encourage the murder of
Israeli civilians.

(2) Further imports of petroleum products
from the Republic of Iraq are inconsistent
with the national security and foreign policy
interests of the United States and should be
eliminated until such time as they are not so
inconsistent.
SEC.ll2. PROHIBITION ON IRAQI-ORIGIN PE-

TROLEUM IMPORTS.
The direct or indirect import from Iraq of

Iraqi-origin petroleum and petroleum prod-
ucts is prohibited, notwithstanding an au-
thorization by the Committee established by
UNSC Resolution 661 or its designee, or any
other order to the contrary.
SEC.ll3. TERMINATION/PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFI-

CATION.
This Title will remain in effect until such

time as the President, after consultation
with the relevant committees in Congress,
certifies to the Congress that:

(a) (1) Iraq is in substantial compliance
with the terms of

(A) UNSC Resolution 687 and
(B) UNSC Resolution 986 prohibiting smug-

gling of oil in circumvention of the ‘‘Oil-for-
Food’’ program; and

(2) ceases the practice of compensating the
families of suicide bombers in order to en-
courage the murder of Israeli citizens; or
that

(b) resuming the important of Iraqi-origin
petroleum and petroleum products would not
be inconsistent with the national security
and foreign policy interests of the United
States.
SEC. ll4. HUMANITARIAN INTERESTS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should make all appropriate efforts to
ensure that the humanitarian needs of the
Iraqi people are not negatively affected by
this Act, and should encourage through pub-
lic, private, domestic and international
means the direct or indirect sale, donation
or other transfer to appropriate non-govern-
mental health and humanitarian organiza-
tions and individuals within Iraqi of food,
medicine and other humanitarian products.
SEC. ll5. DEFINITIONS.

(A) ‘‘661 committee.’’ The term 661 Com-
mittee means the Security Council Com-
mittee established by UNSC Resolution 661,
and persons acting for or on behalf of the
Committee under its specific delegation of
authority for the relevant matter or cat-
egory of activity, including the overseers ap-
pointed by the UN Secretary-General to ex-
amine and approve agreements for purchases
of petroleum and petroleum products from
the Government of Iraq pursuant to UNSC
Resolution 986.

(b) ‘‘UNSC Resolution 661.’’ The term
UNSC Resolution 661 means United Nations
Security Council Resolution No. 661, adopted
August 6, 1990, prohibiting certain trans-
actions with respect to Iraq and Kuwait.

(c) ‘‘UNSC Resolution 687.’’ The term
UNSC Resolution 986 means United Nations
Security Council Resolution 687, adopted
April 3, 1991.

(d) ‘‘UNSC Resolution 986.’’ The term
UNSC Resolution 986 means United Nations
Security Council Resolution 986, adopted
April 14, 1995.

SEC. ll6. EFFECTIVE DATE.
The prohibition on important of Iraqi ori-

gin petroleum and petroleum products shall
be effective 30 days after enactment of this
Act.

SA 3160. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself,
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and
Mr. KYL) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 3525, to enhance the bor-
der security of the United States, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 2, line 4, strike ‘‘2001’’ and insert
‘‘2002’’.

On page 2, in the table of contents, strike
the item relating to title IV and insert the
following:
‘‘TITLE IV—INSPECTION AND ADMISSION

OF ALIENS’’.

On page 3, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

(3) CHIMERA SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘Chimera
system’’ means the interoperable electronic
data system required to be developed and im-
plemented by section 202(a)(2).

On page 3, line 16, strike ‘‘(3)’’ and insert
‘‘(4)’’.

On page 4, line 15, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert
‘‘(5)’’.

On page 4, line 19, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert
‘‘(6)’’.

On page 5, line 4, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert
‘‘(7)’’.

On page 5, line 16, strike ‘‘2002’’ and insert
‘‘2003’’.

On page 6, line 1, strike ‘‘2002’’ and insert
‘‘2003’’.

On page 6, strike lines 17 through 20.
On page 6, line 21, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert

‘‘(b)’’.
On page 7, line 2, insert ‘‘effective October

1, 2002’’ after ‘‘basic pay’’.
On page 8, line 1, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert

‘‘(c)’’.
On page 8, line 10, strike ‘‘and’’.
On page 8, line 21, strike ‘‘(e)’’ and insert

‘‘(d)’’.
On page 15, line 11, strike ‘‘one year’’ and

insert ‘‘15 months’’.
On page 15, line 13, strike ‘‘six months’’

and insert ‘‘one year’’.
On page 16, line 12, before the period insert

the following: ‘‘(also known as the ‘Chimera
system’)’’.

On page 20, line 13, insert ‘‘the’’ after
‘‘about’’.

On page 21, line 7, insert ‘‘Central’’ after
‘‘Director of’’.

On page 22, line 2, strike ‘‘in this title’’ and
insert ‘‘in section 202’’.

On page 22, line 24, strike ‘‘against’’.
On page 23, between lines 14 and 15, insert

the following new sections:
SEC. 204. PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT AUTHORI-

TIES FOR POSITIONS INVOLVED IN
THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLE-
MENTATION OF THE INTEROPER-
ABLE ELECTRONIC DATA SYSTEM
(‘‘CHIMERA SYSTEM’’).

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law relating to position
classification or employee pay or perform-
ance, the Attorney General may hire and fix
the compensation of necessary scientific,
technical, engineering, and other analytical
personnel for the purpose of the development
and implementation of the interoperable
electronic data system described in section
202(a)(2) (also known as the ‘‘Chimera sys-
tem’’).

(b) LIMITATION ON RATE OF PAY.—Except as
otherwise provided by law, no employee com-
pensated under subsection (a) may be paid at
a rate in excess of the rate payable for a po-
sition at level III of the Executive Schedule.

(c) LIMITATION ON TOTAL CALENDAR YEAR
PAYMENTS.—Total payments to employees

under any system established under this sec-
tion shall be subject to the limitation on
payments to employees under section 5307 of
title 5, United States Code.

(d) OPERATING PLAN.—Not later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Attorney General shall submit to the
Committee on Appropriations, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate and the
Committee on Appropriations, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, and the
Committee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives an operating plan—

(1) describing the Attorney General’s in-
tended use of the authority under this sec-
tion; and

(2) identifying any provisions of title 5,
United States Code, being waived for pur-
poses of the development and implementa-
tion of the Chimera system.

(e) TERMINATION DATE.—The authority of
this section shall terminate upon the imple-
mentation of the Chimera system.
SEC. 205. PROCUREMENT OF EQUIPMENT AND

SERVICES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
INTEROPERABLE ELECTRONIC DATA
SYSTEM (‘‘CHIMERA SYSTEM’’).

(a) EXEMPTION FROM APPLICABLE FEDERAL
ACQUISITION RULES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, for the purpose of the
development and implementation of the
interoperable electronic data system de-
scribed in section 202(a)(2) (also known as the
‘‘Chimera system’’), the Attorney General
may use any funds available for the Chimera
system to purchase or lease equipment or
any related items, or to acquire interim
services, without regard to any otherwise ap-
plicable Federal acquisition rule, if the At-
torney General determines that—

(A) there is an exigent need for the equip-
ment, related items, or services in order to
support interagency information sharing
under this title;

(B) the equipment, related items, or serv-
ices required are not available within the De-
partment of Justice; and

(C) adherence to that Federal acquisition
rule would—

(i) delay the timely acquisition of the
equipment, related items, or services; and

(ii) adversely affect interagency informa-
tion sharing under this title.

(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘Federal acquisition rule’’ means any
provision of title III or IX of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, the Office of Federal Procurement Pol-
icy Act, the Small Business Act, the Federal
Acquisition Regulation, or any other provi-
sion of law or regulation that establishes
policies, procedures, requirements, condi-
tions, or restrictions for procurements by
the head of a department or agency of the
Federal Government.

(b) NOTIFICATION OF CONGRESSIONAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS COMMITTEES.—The Attorney Gen-
eral shall immediately notify the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate in writing of
each expenditure under subsection (a), which
notification shall include sufficient informa-
tion to explain the circumstances necessi-
tating the exercise of the authority under
that subsection.

On page 23, line 25, strike ‘‘an alien’’ and
insert ‘‘each alien’’.

On page 24, line 16, strike ‘‘202(a)(3)(B)’’
and insert ‘‘202(a)(4)(B)’’.

On page 26, line 2, insert ‘‘and authentica-
tion’’ after ‘‘biometric comparison’’.

On page 26, line 5, strike ‘‘each report’’ and
insert ‘‘the report required by that para-
graph’’.
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On page 26, line 15, insert ‘‘other’’ after

‘‘visas and’’.
On page 26, line 18, insert ‘‘document au-

thentication standards and’’ after ‘‘tablish’’.
On page 26, line 19, insert ‘‘other’’ after

‘‘visas and’’.
On page 27, line 3, insert ‘‘and authentica-

tion’’ after ‘‘biometric comparison’’.
On page 27, line 4, insert ‘‘other’’ after

‘‘visas and’’.
On page 27, line 13, strike ‘‘and’’.
On page 27, line 16, strike the period and

insert ‘‘; and’’.
On page 27, between lines 16 and 17, insert

the following:
(iii) can authenticate the document pre-

sented to verify identity.
On page 27, line 22, strike ‘‘202(a)(3)(B)’’

and insert ‘‘202(a)(4)(B)’’.
On page 28, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘identi-

fiers that comply with applicable biometric
identifiers’’ and insert ‘‘and document au-
thentication identifiers that comply with ap-
plicable biometric and document identi-
fying’’.

On page 28, line 17, insert ‘‘under section
217 of the Immigration and Nationality Act’’
after ‘‘program’’.

On page 29, line 4, insert ‘‘to a foreign
country’’ after ‘‘United States mission’’.

On page 29, line 23, strike ‘‘The com-
mittee’’ and insert ‘‘Each committee estab-
lished under subsection (a)’’.

On page 30, line 1, strike ‘‘The committee’’
and insert ‘‘Each committee established
under subsection (a)’’.

On page 30, line 2, strike ‘‘quarterly’’ and
insert ‘‘monthly’’.

On page 30, line 5, strike ‘‘quarter’’ and in-
sert ‘‘month’’.

On page 30, line 1, strike ‘‘PERIODIC RE-
PORTS’’ and insert ‘‘PERIODIC REPORTS TO THE
SECRETARY OF STATE’’.

On page 30, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following new subsection:

(f) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
of State shall submit a report on a quarterly
basis to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress on the status of the committees estab-
lished under subsection (a).

On page 30, line 6, strike ‘‘(f)’’ and insert
‘‘(g)’’.

On page 35, strike lines 1 and 2 and insert
the following:

TITLE IV—INSPECTION AND ADMISSION
OF ALIENS

On page 35, lines 10 and 11, strike ‘‘officials
specified in subsection (a)’’ and insert
‘‘President’’.

On page 37, line 2, strike ‘‘(i)’’ and insert
‘‘(j)’’.

On page 37, strike lines 3 and 4 and insert
the following:

(3) by striking ‘‘SEC. 231.’’ and inserting
the following:

‘‘SEC. 231. (a) ARRIVAL MANIFESTS.—For
On page 37, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘an immi-

gration officer’’ and insert ‘‘any United
States border officer (as defined in sub-
section (i)’’.

On page 37, line 19, strike ‘‘an immigration
officer’’ and insert ‘‘any United States bor-
der officer (as defined in subsection (i)’’.

On page 39, line 9, insert a comma imme-
diately after ‘‘that’’.

On page 39, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘, aircraft,
or land carriers’’ and insert ‘‘or aircraft’’.

On page 40, line 5, strike ‘‘, aircraft, or land
carrier’’ and insert ‘‘or aircraft’’.

On page 40, line 16, strike the quotation
marks and the second period.

On page 40 between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

‘‘(i) UNITED STATES BORDER OFFICER DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘United
States border officer’ means, with respect to
a particular port of entry into the United

States, any United States official who is per-
forming duties at that port of entry.’’.

On page 40, beginning on line 17, strike
‘‘Not’’ and all that follows through the end
of line 18 and insert the following:

(1) STUDY.—The
On page 41, between lines 2 and 3, insert

the following:
(2) REPORT.—Not later than two years after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Presi-
dent shall submit to Congress a report set-
ting forth the findings of the study con-
ducted under paragraph (1).

On page 41, after line 22, add the following
new section:
SEC. 404. JOINT UNITED STATES-CANADA

PROJECTS FOR ALTERNATIVE IN-
SPECTIONS SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—United States border in-
spections agencies, including the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, acting
jointly and under an agreement of coopera-
tion with the Government of Canada, may
conduct joint United States-Canada inspec-
tions projects on the international border be-
tween the two countries. Each such project
may provide alternative inspections services
and shall undertake to harmonize the cri-
teria for inspections applied by the two
countries in implementing those projects.

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Attorney Gen-
eral and the Secretary of the Treasury shall
prepare and submit annually to Congress a
report on the joint United States-Canada in-
spections projects conducted under sub-
section (a).

(c) EXEMPTION FROM ADMINISTRATIVE PRO-
CEDURE ACT AND PAPERWORK REDUCTION
ACT.—Subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5,
United States Code (commonly referred to as
the ‘‘Administrative Procedure Act’’) and
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Paperwork
Reduction Act’’) shall not apply to fee set-
ting for services and other administrative re-
quirements relating to projects described in
subsection (a), except that fees and forms es-
tablished for such projects shall be published
as a notice in the Federal Register.

On page 48, line 16, strike ‘‘or’’ and insert
‘‘and’’.

On page 54, lines 24 and 25, strike ‘‘pro-
ceeding’’ and insert ‘‘proceedings’’.

SA 3161. Mr. BYRD proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3525, to en-
hance the border security of the United
States, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

On page 49, beginning on line 4, strike
‘‘The’’ and all that follows through ‘‘re-
views’’ on line 7 and insert ‘‘Not later than
two years after the date of enactment of this
Act, and every two years thereafter, the
Commissioner of Immigration and Natu-
ralization, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Education, shall conduct a review’’.

On page 49, lines 22 and 23, strike ‘‘The Sec-
retary of State shall conduct periodic re-
views’’ and insert ‘‘Not later than two years
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
every two years thereafter, the Secretary of
State shall conduct a review’’.

On page 50, line 16, strike ‘‘(c) EFFECT OF
FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure’’ and insert
‘‘(c) EFFECT OF MATERIAL FAILURE TO COM-
PLY.—Material failure’’.

Beginning on page 50, line 24, strike ‘‘may’’
and all that follows through the period on
line 5 of page 51 and insert the following:
‘‘shall result in the suspension for at least
one year or termination, at the election of
the Commissioner of Immigration and Natu-
ralization, of the institution’s approval to
receive such students, or result in the sus-
pension for at least one year or termination,
at the election of the Secretary of State, of

the other entity’s designation to sponsor ex-
change visitor program participants, as the
case may be.’’.

SA 3162. Mr. BYRD proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3525, to en-
hance the border security of the United
States, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

Beginning on page 32, strike line 23 and all
that follows through line 5 on page 33 and in-
sert the following:

(a) REPORTING PASSPORT THEFTS.—Section
217 of the Immigration and Nationality Act
(8 U.S.C. 1187) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (c)(2)
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) REPORTING PASSPORT THEFTS.—The
government of the country certifies that it
reports to the United States Government on
a timely basis the theft of blank passports
issued by that country.’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(5)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘5
years’’ and inserting ‘‘2 years’’; and

(3) by adding at the end of subsection (f)
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) FAILURE TO REPORT PASSPORT
THEFTS.—If the Attorney General and the
Secretary of State jointly determine that
the program country is not reporting the
theft of blank passports, as required by sub-
section (c)(2)(D), the Attorney General shall
terminate the designation of the country as
a program country.’’.

SA 3163. Mr. BYRD proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3525, to en-
hance the border security of the United
States, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

On page 25, line 21, strike ‘‘October 26,
2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.

On page 26, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘October
26, 2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.

On page 26, lines 24 and 25, strike ‘‘October
26, 2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.

On page 28, line 2, strike ‘‘October 26, 2003’’
and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.

On page 28, line 16, strike ‘‘October 26,
2003’’ and insert ‘‘October 26, 2004’’.

SA 3164. Mr. BYRD proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 3525, to en-
hance the border security of the United
States, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

On page 39, line 25, strike ‘‘$300’’ and insert
‘‘$1,000’’.

SA 3165. Mr. DURBIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. ENERGY CREDIT FOR WIND ENERGY

PROPERTY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-

tion 48(a)(3) (defining energy property), as
amended by this Act, is amended by striking
‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (iii), by adding ‘‘or’’
at the end of clause (iv), and by inserting
after clause (iv) the following new clause:

‘‘(v) qualified wind energy property,’’.
(b) QUALIFIED WIND ENERGY PROPERTY.—

Subsection (a) of section 48, as amended by
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this Act, is amended by redesignating para-
graphs (6) and (7) as paragraphs (7) and (8),
respectively, and by inserting after para-
graph (5) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) QUALIFIED WIND ENERGY PROPERTY.—
For purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) QUALIFIED WIND ENERGY PROPERTY.—
The term ‘qualified wind energy property’
means a qualifying wind turbine if the prop-
erty carries at least a 5-year limited war-
ranty covering defects in design, material, or
workmanship, and, for property that is not
installed by the taxpayer, at least a 5-year
limited warranty covering defects in instal-
lation.

‘‘(B) QUALIFYING WIND TURBINE.—The term
‘qualifying wind turbine’ means a wind tur-
bine of 75 kilowatts of rated capacity or less
which meets the latest performance rating
standards published by the American Wind
Energy Association or the International
Electrotechnical Commission and which is
used to generate electricity.’’.

(c) NO CARRYBACK OF ENERGY CREDIT BE-
FORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (d) of
section 39, as amended by this Act, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(20) NO CARRYBACK OF ENERGY CREDIT BE-
FORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—No portion of the un-
used business credit for any taxable year
which is attributable to the energy credit
with respect to property described in section
48(a)(6) may be carried back to a taxable
year ending before January 1, 2003.’’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 25C(e)(6), as added by this Act,

is amended by striking ‘‘section 48(a)(6)(C)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 48(a)(7)(C)’’.

(B) Section 29(b)(3)(A)(i)(III), as amended
by this Act, is amended by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 48(a)(6)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
48(a)(7)(C)’’.

(C) Section 48(a)(3)(C) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(other than property described in
subparagraph (A)(v)),’’ before ‘‘with respect’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to property
placed in service or installed after December
31, 2002, under rules similar to the rules of
section 48(m) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (as in effect on the day before the date
of the enactment of the Revenue Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990).

SA 3166. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2008’’.

On page 189, line 5, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2008’’.

On page 189, line 8, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2008’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 through 2007.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘each of calendar years 2007 through 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘each of cal-
endar years 2007 through 2011’’.

On page 193, line 10, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2008’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2008’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2008’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2008’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2008’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2008’’.

SA 3167. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2011’’.

On page 189, line 5, strike ‘‘2004 THROUGH’’
and insert ‘‘2011 AND’’.

On page 189, line 8, strike ‘‘2004 through’’
and insert ‘‘2011 and’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 through 2010.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘each of calendar years 2010 and 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘each of cal-
endar years 2010 and 2011’’.

On page 193, line 10, strike ‘‘2004 through’’
and insert ‘‘2011 and’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2011’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2011’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2011’’.

On page 197, line 12, strike ‘‘2008’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2011’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2011’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2011’’.

SA 3168. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 216, after line 21, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. PHASEOUT OF TAX SUBSIDIES FOR

ETHANOL FUEL AS MARKET SHARE
OF SUCH FUEL INCREASES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December
15 of 2002, and each subsequent calendar
year, the Secretary of the Treasury shall de-
termine the percentage increase (if any) of
the ethanol fuel market share for the pre-
ceding calendar year over the highest eth-
anol fuel market share for any preceding cal-
endar year and shall, notwithstanding any
provision of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, reduce by the same percentage the eth-
anol fuel subsidies under sections 40, 4041,
4081, and 4091 of such Code beginning on Jan-
uary 1 of the subsequent calendar year.

(b) ETHANOL FUEL MARKET SHARE.—For
purposes of this section, the ethanol fuel
market share for any calendar year shall be
determined from data of the Energy Informa-
tion Administration of the Department of
Energy.

(c) ETHANOL FUEL.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘ethanol fuel’ means any
fuel the alcohol in which is ethanol.

(d) FLOOR STOCK TAXES.—
(1) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—In the case of eth-

anol fuel which is held on any tax increase
date by any person, there is hereby imposed
a floor stocks tax in an amount determined
by the Secretary to equal the reduction in
ethanol fuel subsidies described in sub-
section (a) beginning on such date.

(2) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY-
MENT.—

(A) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—A person holding
ethanol fuel on any tax increase date to
which the tax imposed by paragraph (1) ap-
plies shall be liable for such tax.

(B) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid in such man-
ner as the Secretary shall prescribe.

(C) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid on or before
the date which is 6 months after such tax in-
crease date.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

(A) TAX INCREASE DATE.—The term ‘‘tax in-
crease date’’ means any January 1 on which
begins a reduction in ethanol fuel subsidies
described in subsection (a).

(B) HELD BY A PERSON.—Ethanol fuel shall
be considered as ‘‘held by a person’’ if title
thereto has passed to such person (whether
or not delivery to the person has been made).

(C) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Treasury or the
Secretary’s delegate.

(4) EXCEPTION FOR EXEMPT USES.—The tax
imposed by paragraph (1) shall not apply to
ethanol fuel held by any person exclusively
for any use to the extent a credit or refund
of the tax imposed by section 4041, 4081, or
4091 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
allowable for such use.

(5) EXCEPTION FOR FUEL HELD IN VEHICLE
TANK.—No tax shall be imposed by paragraph
(1) on ethanol fuel held in the tank of a
motor vehicle or motorboat.

(6) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AMOUNTS OF
FUEL.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—No tax shall be imposed
by paragraph (1) on ethanol fuel held on any
tax increase date by any person if the aggre-
gate amount of ethanol fuel held by such
person on such date does not exceed 2,000 gal-
lons. The preceding sentence shall apply only
if such person submits to the Secretary (at
the time and in the manner required by the
Secretary) such information as the Sec-
retary shall require for purposes of this para-
graph.

(B) EXEMPT FUEL.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), there shall not be taken into
account fuel held by any person which is ex-
empt from the tax imposed by paragraph (1)
by reason of paragraph (4) or (5).

(C) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of
this paragraph—

(i) CORPORATIONS.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—All persons treated as a

controlled group of corporations shall be
treated as 1 person.

(II) CONTROLLED GROUP OF CORPORATIONS.—
The term ‘‘controlled group of corporations’’
has the meaning given to such term by sub-
section (a) of section 1563 of such Code; ex-
cept that for such purposes the phrase ‘‘more
than 50 percent’’ shall be substituted for the
phrase ‘‘at least 80 percent’’ each place it ap-
pears in such subsection.

(ii) NONINCORPORATED PERSONS UNDER COM-
MON CONTROL.—Under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, principles similar to the
principles of clause (i) shall apply to a group
of persons under common control where 1 or
more of such persons is not a corporation.

(7) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.—All provi-
sions of law, including penalties, applicable
with respect to the taxes imposed by section
4081 of such Code shall, insofar as applicable
and not inconsistent with the provisions of
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this subsection, apply with respect to the
floor stock taxes imposed by paragraph (1) to
the same extent as if such taxes were im-
posed by such section 4081.

SA 3169. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2006’’.

On page 189, line 5, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2006’’.

On page 189, line 8, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2006’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 and 2005.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘each of calendar years 2005 through 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘each of cal-
endar years 2005 through 2011’’.

On page 193, line 10, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2006’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2006’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2006’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2006’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2006’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2006’’.

SA 3170. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

Beginning on page 195, strike line 19 and
all that follows through page 196, line 4, and
insert the following:

‘‘(B) PETITIONS FOR WAIVERS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in

consultation with the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Secretary of Energy, shall
approve or disapprove a State petition for a
waiver of the requirement of paragraph (2)
within 90 days after the date on which the
petition is received by the Administrator.

‘‘(ii) FAILURE TO ACT.—If the Administrator
fails to approve or disapprove a petition
within the period specified in clause (i), the
petition shall be deemed to be approved.

SA 3171. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2007’’.

On page 189, line 5, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2007’’.

On page 189, line 8, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2007’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 through 2006.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘each of calendar years 2006 through 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘each of cal-
endar years 2006 through 2011’’.

On page 193, line 10, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2007’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2007’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2007’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2007’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2007’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2007’’.

SA 3172. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 216, after line 21, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. ELIMINATION OF TAX SUBSIDIES FOR

ETHANOL FUEL.
(a) ELIMINATION OF CREDIT FOR ALCOHOL

USED AS FUEL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1, as amended by
this Act, is amended by striking section 40
(relating to alcohol used as fuel).

(2) CLERICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(A) Subsection (b) of section 38 (relating to
general business credit), as amended by this
Act, is amended by striking paragraph (3)
and by redesignating paragraphs (4) through
(23) as paragraphs (3) through (22), respec-
tively.

(B) Paragraph (3) of section 38(d) (relating
to credits no longer listed) is amended by
striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph
(A), by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) the credit allowable by section 40, as
in effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this subparagraph (relating to al-
cohol used as fuel) shall be treated as re-
ferred to after the last paragraph of sub-
section (b) and after any credits treated as
referred to by reason of subparagraph (A).’’

(C) The table of sections for subpart D of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1, as
amended by this Act, is amended by striking
the item relating to section 40.

(D)(i) Part II of subchapter B of chapter 1
is amended by striking section 87 (relating to
alcohol fuel credit).

(ii) The table of sections for part II of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 87.

(iii) Subsection (a) of section 56 (relating
to adjustments in computing alternative
minimum taxable income) is amended by
striking paragraph (7) (relating to section 87
not applicable).

(E) Subsection (c) of section 196 (relating
to qualified business credits), as amended by

this Act, is amended by striking paragraph
(3) and redesignating paragraphs (4) through
(12) as paragraphs (3) through (11), respec-
tively.

(F) Section 6501(m) (relating to deficiencies
attributable to election of certain credits),
as amended by this Act, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘40(f),’’.

(b) REDUCTIONS OF OTHER INCENTIVES FOR
ETHANOL FUEL.—

(1) REPEAL OF REDUCED RATE ON ETHANOL
FUEL NOT PRODUCED FROM PETROLEUM OR NAT-
URAL GAS.—Subsection (b) of section 4041 is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) EXEMPTION FOR OFF-HIGHWAY BUSI-
NESS USE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No tax shall be imposed
by subsection (a) or (d)(1) on liquids sold for
use or used in an off-highway business use.

‘‘(2) TAX WHERE OTHER USE.—If a liquid on
which no tax was imposed by reason of para-
graph (1) is used otherwise than in an off-
highway business use, a tax shall be imposed
by paragraph (1)(B), (2)(B), or (3)(A)(ii) of
subsection (a) (whichever is appropriate) and
by the corresponding provision of subsection
(d)(1) (if any).

‘‘(3) OFF-HIGHWAY BUSINESS USE DEFINED.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘off-highway business use’ has the meaning
given to such term by section 6421(e)(2); ex-
cept that such term shall not, for purposes of
subsection (a)(1), include use in a diesel-pow-
ered train.’’

(2) REPEAL OF REDUCED RATE ON ETHANOL
FUEL PRODUCED FROM NATURAL GAS.—

(A) Paragraph (1) of section 4041(m) is
amended by striking ‘‘or ethanol’’ in the ma-
terial preceding subparagraph (A).

(B) Clause (i) of section 4041(m)(1)(A) is
amended by striking ‘‘2005—’’ and all that
follows and inserting ‘‘2005, 9.15 cents per
gallon, and’’.

(C) Clause (ii) of section 4041(m)(1)(A) is
amended by striking ‘‘2005—’’ and all that
follows and inserting ‘‘2005, 2.15 cents per
gallon, and’’.

(D) Paragraph (2) of section 4041(m) is
amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘or ethanol’’ each place it
appears in the heading and text,

(ii) by striking ‘‘, ethanol,’’ and
(iii) by inserting ‘‘(other than ethanol)’’

after ‘‘alcohol’’.
(c) TAX OF FUEL ALCOHOL TO SAME EXTENT

AS OTHER MOTOR FUELS.—
(1) TREATMENT AS TAXABLE FUEL.—Para-

graph (1) of section 4083(a) (defining taxable
fuel) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (C) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(D) fuel alcohol.’’
(2) DEFINITION OF FUEL ALCOHOL.—Sub-

section (a) of section 4083 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) FUEL ALCOHOL.—The term ‘fuel alco-
hol’ means any alcohol (including ethanol
and methanol)—

‘‘(A) which is produced other than from pe-
troleum, natural gas, or coal (including
peat), and

‘‘(B) which is withdrawn from the dis-
tillery where produced free of tax under
chapter 51 by reason of section 5181 or so
much of section 5214(a)(1) as relates to fuel
use.’’

(3) RATE OF TAX.—Clause (i) of section
4081(a)(2)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘(other
than aviation gasoline)’’ and inserting
‘‘(other than aviation gasoline) and fuel al-
cohol’’.

(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR IMPOSITION OF TAX.—
Paragraph (1) of section 4081(a) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph:
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‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR FUEL ALCOHOL.—In

the case of fuel alcohol—
‘‘(i) the distillery where produced shall be

treated as a refinery, and
‘‘(ii) subparagraph (B) shall be applied by

including transfers by truck or rail in excess
of such minimum quantities as the Secretary
shall prescribe.’’

(5) REPEAL OF REDUCED RATES ON ALCOHOL
FUELS.—

(A) Section 4041 is amended by striking
subsection (k).

(B) Section 4081 is amended by striking
subsection (c).

(C) Section 4091 is amended by striking
subsection (c).

(6) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 4041(a)(2) is

amended—
(i) by inserting ‘‘other than fuel alcohol’’

after ‘‘any product’’, and
(ii) by adding at the end the following flush

sentence:
‘‘No tax shall be imposed by this paragraph
on the sale or use of any fuel alcohol if tax
was imposed on such alcohol under section
4081 and the tax thereon was not credited or
refunded.’’

(B) Section 6427 is amended by striking
subsection (f).

(C) Subsection (i) of section 6427 is amend-
ed by striking paragraph (3).

(D) Paragraph (2) of section 6427(k) is
amended by striking ‘‘(3),’’.

(E)(i) Paragraph (1) of section 6427(l) is
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by redesignating subpara-
graph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by insert-
ing after subparagraph (A) the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) any fuel alcohol (as defined in section
4083) on which tax has been imposed by sec-
tion 4041 or 4081, or’’.

(ii) Paragraph (2) of section 6427(l) is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by redesignating subpara-
graph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by insert-
ing after subparagraph (A) the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) in the case of fuel alcohol (as so de-
fined), any use which is exempt from the tax
imposed by section 4041(a)(2) other than by
reason of a prior imposition of tax, and’’.

(iii) The heading of subsection (l) of sec-
tion 6427 is amended by inserting ‘‘, FUEL AL-
COHOL,’’ after ‘‘KEROSENE’’.

(F) Sections 9503(b)(1)(D) and 9508(b)(2) are
each amended by striking ‘‘and kerosene’’
and inserting ‘‘kerosene, and fuel alcohol’’.

(G) Subsection (e) of section 9502 is amend-
ed by striking paragraph (2).

(H) Paragraph (4) of section 9503(b) is
amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (C), by striking the comma at the
end of subparagraph (D) and inserting a pe-
riod, and by striking subparagraphs (E) and
(F).

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall take effect on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(2) ELIMINATION OF SECTION 40 CREDIT.—The
amendments made by subsection (a) shall
apply to alcohol produced after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(e) FLOOR STOCK TAXES.—
(1) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—In the case of fuel

alcohol which is held on the date of the en-
actment of this Act by any person, there is
hereby imposed a floor stocks tax of 18.4
cents per gallon.

(2) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY-
MENT.—

(A) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—A person holding
fuel alcohol on the date of the enactment of
this Act to which the tax imposed by para-
graph (1) applies shall be liable for such tax.

(B) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid in such man-
ner as the Secretary shall prescribe.

(C) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by paragraph (1) shall be paid on or before
the date which is 6 months after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

(A) FUEL ALCOHOL.—The term ‘‘fuel alco-
hol’’ has the meaning given such term by
section 4083 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, as amended by this section.

(B) HELD BY A PERSON.—Fuel alcohol shall
be considered as ‘‘held by a person’’ if title
thereto has passed to such person (whether
or not delivery to the person has been made).

(C) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Treasury or his
delegate.

(4) EXCEPTION FOR EXEMPT USES.—The tax
imposed by paragraph (1) shall not apply to
fuel alcohol held by any person exclusively
for any use to the extent a credit or refund
of the tax imposed by section 4081 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is allowable for
such use.

(5) EXCEPTION FOR FUEL HELD IN VEHICLE
TANK.—No tax shall be imposed by paragraph
(1) on fuel alcohol held in the tank of a
motor vehicle or motorboat.

(6) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AMOUNTS OF
FUEL.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—No tax shall be imposed
by paragraph (1) on fuel alcohol held on the
date of the enactment of this Act by any per-
son if the aggregate amount of fuel alcohol
held by such person on such date does not ex-
ceed 2,000 gallons. The preceding sentence
shall apply only if such person submits to
the Secretary (at the time and in the manner
required by the Secretary) such information
as the Secretary shall require for purposes of
this paragraph.

(B) EXEMPT FUEL.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), there shall not be taken into
account fuel held by any person which is ex-
empt from the tax imposed by paragraph (1)
by reason of paragraph (4) or (5).

(C) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of
this paragraph—

(i) CORPORATIONS.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—All persons treated as a

controlled group of corporations shall be
treated as 1 person.

(II) CONTROLLED GROUP OF CORPORATIONS.—
The term ‘‘controlled group of corporations’’
has the meaning given to such term by sub-
section (a) of section 1563 of such Code; ex-
cept that for such purposes the phrase ‘‘more
than 50 percent’’ shall be substituted for the
phrase ‘‘at least 80 percent’’ each place it ap-
pears in such subsection.

(ii) NONINCORPORATED PERSONS UNDER COM-
MON CONTROL.—Under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, principles similar to the
principles of clause (i) shall apply to a group
of persons under common control where 1 or
more of such persons is not a corporation.

(7) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.—All provi-
sions of law, including penalties, applicable
with respect to the taxes imposed by section
4081 of such Code shall, insofar as applicable
and not inconsistent with the provisions of
this subsection, apply with respect to the
floor stock taxes imposed by paragraph (1) to
the same extent as if such taxes were im-
posed by such section 4081.

SA 3173. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships

for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2009’’.

On page 189, line 5, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2009’’.

On page 189, line 8, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2009’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 through 2008.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘each of calendar years 2008 through 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘each of cal-
endar years 2008 through 2011’’.

On page 193, line 10, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2009’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2009’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2009’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2009’’.

On page 197, line 12, strike ‘‘2008’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2009’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2009’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2009’’.

SA 3174. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2012’’.

On page 189, lines 5 and 6, strike ‘‘YEARS
2004 THROUGH 2012’’ and insert ‘‘YEAR 2012’’.

On page 189, lines 7 and 8, strike ‘‘any of
calendar years 2004 through 2012’’ and insert
‘‘calendar year 2012’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 through 2011.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘calendar year 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘calendar
year 2011’’.

On page 193, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘each of
calendar years 2004 through 2012’’ and insert
‘‘calendar year 2012’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2012’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2012’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2012’’.

On page 197, line 12, strike ‘‘2008’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2012’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2012’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2012’’.

SA 3175. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
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for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 188, line 15, insert ‘‘in any of cal-
endar years 2004 through 2012’’ after
‘‘States’’.

On page 189, strike lines 4 through 6 and in-
sert the following:

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE VOLUME.—For the purpose
of subparagraph

Beginning on page 189, strike line 11 and
all that follows through page 190, line 11.

SA 3176. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
to amendment SA 2917 proposed by Mr.
DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. BINGA-
MAN) to the bill (S. 517) to authorize
funding the Department of Energy to
enhance its mission areas through
technology transfer and partnerships
for fiscal years 2002 through 2006, and
for other purposes; which was ordered
to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 189, line 3, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2010’’.

On page 189, line 5, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2010’’.

On page 189, line 8, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2010’’.

On page 189, in the table between lines 10
and 11, strike the items relating to calendar
years 2004 through 2009.

On page 190, lines 13 and 14, strike ‘‘each
calendar year, through 2011,’’ and insert
‘‘each of calendar years 2009 through 2011,’’.

On page 190, line 19, strike ‘‘each calendar
year, through 2011,’’ and insert ‘‘each of cal-
endar years 2009 through 2011’’.

On page 193, line 10, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2010’’.

On page 194, line 21, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2010’’.

On page 196, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2010’’.

On page 197, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2010’’.

On page 197, line 12, strike ‘‘2008’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2010’’.

On page 199, line 4, strike ‘‘2004’’ and insert
‘‘2010’’.

On page 199, line 17, strike ‘‘2004’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2010’’.

f

NOTICES OF HEARINGS/MEETINGS

PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs will hold 2 days of hear-
ings on the subcommittee’s 10-month
investigation into gasoline prices enti-
tled ‘‘Gas Prices: How Are They Really
Set?’’

In the spring and early summer of
2001, most parts of the country experi-
enced a dramatic increase in the price
of gasoline. Numerous consumer groups
expressed concern over price gouging.
The oil companies responded that there
were problems with supply. This series
of hearings by the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations will ex-
plore how gasoline prices are set and
why they have become so volatile.

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, April 30, and Thursday, May 2,
2002, at 9:30 a.m., each day, in room 342
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.
For further information, please contact

Elise Bean of the subcommittee staff at
224–9505.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet on Thurs-
day, April 18, 2002, at 9:30 a.m., on pend-
ing committee business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Finance be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Thursday,
April 18, 2002, at 9:30 a.m., to hear testi-
mony on corporate governance and ex-
ecutive compensation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Governmental Affairs be authorized to
meet on Thursday, April 18, 2002, at 9:30
a.m., for the purpose of holding a hear-
ing entitled ‘‘The State of Public
Health Preparedness for Terrorism In-
volving Weapons of Mass Destruction:
A Six-Month Report Card.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR AND

PENSIONS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
be authorized to meet for a hearing on
‘‘Over One Year Later: Inadequate
Progress On America’s Leading Cause
Of Workplace Injury,’’ during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, April
18, 2002, at 10 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the Judiciary be authorized to meet to
conduct a markup on Thursday, April
18, 2002, at 10 a.m., in Dirksen Room
226.

Agenda

I. Nominations

Jeffrey Howard for the United States
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit;
Percy Anderson for the United States
District Court for the Central District
of California; Michael M. Baylson
United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania; Wil-
liam C. Griesbach for the United States
District Court for the Eastern District
of Wisconsin; Joan E. Lancaster for the
United States District Court for the
District of Minnesota; Cynthia M. Rufe
for the United States District Court for
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania;
and John F. Walter for the United
States District Court for the Central
District of California.

To be Deputy Directors of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy: Mary
Ann Solberg and Barry Crane.

To be United States Attorney: Frank
DeArmon Whitney for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina and Debra W.
Yang for the Central Dist of California.

II. Bills

H. Con. Res. 243, expressing the sense
of the Congress that the Public Safety
Officer Medal of Valor should be pre-
sented to the public safety officers who
have perished and select other public
safety officers who deserve special rec-
ognition for outstanding valor above
and beyond the call of duty in the
aftermath of the terrorist attacks in
the United States on September 11,
2001. [Crowley]

S. Con. Res. 66, a concurrent resolu-
tion to express the sense of the Con-
gress that the Public Safety Officer
Medal of Valor should be awarded to
public safety officers killed in the line
of duty in the aftermath of the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001.
[Stevens]

S. Con. Res. 75, a concurrent resolu-
tion to express the sense of the Con-
gress that the Public Safety Officer
Medal of Valor should be presented to
public safety officers killed or seri-
ously injured as a result of the ter-
rorist attacks perpetrated against the
United States on September 11, 2001,
and to those who participated in the
search, rescue and recovery efforts in
the aftermath of those attacks. [Har-
kin]

S. 864, Anti-Atrocity Alien Deporta-
tion Act of 2001, with Leahy/Hatch sub-
stitute. [Leahy/Lieberman/Levin]

S. 2031, Intellectual Property Protec-
tion Restoration Act of 2002. [Leahy/
Brownback]

S. 2010, Corporate and Criminal
Fraud Accountability Act of 2002.
[Leahy/Daschle/Durbin]

S. 1615, Federal-Local Information
Sharing Partnership Act of 2001. [Schu-
mer/Clinton/Leahy/Hatch]

III. Resolution

S. Res. , Designating the Week of
May 5 through May 11, 2002 as ‘‘Na-
tional Occupational Safety and Health
Week.’’

IV. Committee Business

Committee Resolution to Authorize
Antitrust Subpoena.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee
on National Parks of the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Thursday, April 18, at 3
p.m., to conduct a hearing.

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills:
S. 1441 and H.R. 695, to establish the Oil
Region National Heritage Area; S. 1526,
to establish the Arabia Mountain Na-
tional Heritage Area in the State of
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Georgia, and for other purposes; S. 1638,
to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to study the suitability and feasi-
bility of designating the French Colo-
nial Heritage Area in the State of Mis-
souri as a unit of the National Park
System, and for other purposes; S. 1809
and H.R. 1776, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to study the suit-
ability and feasibility of establishing
the Buffalo Bayou National Heritage
Area in west Houston, Texas; S. 1939, to
establish the Great Basin National
Heritage Area, Nevada and Utah; and
S. 2033, to authorize appropriations for
the John H. Chafee Blackstone River
Valley National Heritage Corridor in
Massachusetts and Rhode Island, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that Sara Lou-
ise Berk from my staff be permitted to
be on the floor for debate on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent floor privileges
be granted to John Carter of the Immi-
gration Subcommittee staff for the du-
ration of this bill’s consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

MAKING TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS
TO SECTION 10 OF TITLE 9,
UNITED STATES CODE

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 287, H.R. 861.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 861) to make technical

amendments to section 10 of title 9,
United States Code.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
read the third time, and passed; that
the motion to reconsider be laid on the
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate, and that any statements related
thereto be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 861) was read the third
time and passed.

f

DESIGNATING THE WEEK OF
APRIL 21–28, 2002, AS ‘‘NATIONAL
BIOTECHNOLOGY WEEK’’

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Judiciary
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of S. Res. 243 and the
Senate proceed to its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the resolution
by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 243) designating

the week of April 21 through April 28
National Biotechnology Week.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
and the preamble be agreed to and that
any statements thereto be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 243) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,

reads as follows:
S. RES. 243

Whereas biotechnology is a strategic in-
dustry and is increasingly important to the
research and development of products that
improve health care, agriculture, industrial
processes, environmental remediation, and
biological defense;

Whereas biotechnology has been respon-
sible for medical breakthroughs that have
benefited millions of people worldwide
through the development of vaccines, anti-
biotics, and other drugs;
SEC. 2. PENALTIES FOR FRAUD AND RELATED

ACTIVITY IN CONNECTION WITH
IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENTS AND
INFORMATION USED IN ACTS OF DO-
MESTIC TERRORISM.

Section 1028(b)(4) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘of this title’’; and
(2) by inserting before the semicolon the

following: ‘‘or an act of domestic terrorism
(as defined in section 2331(5))’’.
SEC. 3. MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT FOR FRAUD

AND RELATED ACTIVITY IN CONNEC-
TION WITH IDENTIFICATION DOCU-
MENTS AND INFORMATION USED IN
ACTS OF TERRORISM.

Section 1028(b)(4) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or imprisonment’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and imprisonment’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘or both,’’.

f

ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR ENA-
BLING TERRORISTS ACT OF 2002

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Judiciary
Committee be discharged from consid-
eration of S. 1981 and that the Senate
proceed to its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the bill by title.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1981) to enhance penalties

for fraud in connection with identifica-
tion documents that facilitates an act
of domestic terrorism.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
read the third time, and passed, the
motion to reconsider be laid on the
table; that any statements relating to
the bill be printed in the RECORD as if
given, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (S. 1981) was read the third
time and passed, as follows:

S. 1981

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Enhanced
Penalties for Enabling Terrorists Act of
2002’’.
SEC. 2. PENALTIES FOR FRAUD AND RELATED

ACTIVITY IN CONNECTION WITH
IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENTS AND
INFORMATION USED IN ACTS OF DO-
MESTIC TERRORISM.

Section 1028(b)(4) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘of this title’’; and
(2) by inserting before the semicolon the

following: ‘‘or an act of domestic terrorism
(as defined in section 2331(5))’’.
SEC. 3. MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT FOR FRAUD

AND RELATED ACTIVITY IN CONNEC-
TION WITH IDENTIFICATION DOCU-
MENTS AND INFORMATION USED IN
ACTS OF TERRORISM.

Section 1028(b)(4) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or imprisonment’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and imprisonment’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘or both,’’.

f

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS REGARDING THE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL OF
VALOR

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 347, H. Con. Res. 243.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 243)

expressing the sense of the Congress that the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should
be presented to the public safety officers who
have perished and select other public safety
officers who deserve special recognition for
outstanding valor above and beyond the call
of duty in the aftermath of the terrorist at-
tacks in the United States on September 11,
2001.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, today
in the Senate Judiciary Committee we
passed en bloc by unanimous consent
three Sense of Congress resolutions in-
troduced by Representative JOE CROW-
LEY, Senator TOM HARKIN, and Senator
TED STEVENS, respectively, to honor
the police officers, firefighters and
emergency personnel who responded to
the terrorist attacks on September 11,
2001. I am pleased that the full Senate
is now taking up these resolutions for
final passage.

I thank Senator SCHUMER, and, in
particular, the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice and its president, Steve Young, for
their leadership and strong support for
honoring the fallen September 11 first
responders.

There were so many examples of
bravery and courage on September 11
and there is no doubt that the extraor-
dinary heroism of our police officers,
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firefighters and emergency personnel
should be recognized.

Last year, I was proud to work with
Senator STEVENS, Senator HATCH and
other members of the committee to
enact legislation, which I cosponsored,
to authorize the President to award
and present the Medal of Valor to pub-
lic safety officers, upon the selection
and recommendation of the Medal of
Valor Review Board, for extraordinary
valor above and beyond the call of
duty.

Well before the terrorist attacks,
Congress and the President decided
that the award would have the most
meaning if firefighters and police and
other public safety officers them-
selves—the peers of those who will be
honored—made the selections of can-
didates.

All 11 members of the Medal of Valor
Review Board have now been appointed
and the Board met for the first time
last month. I have full faith that the
Medal of Valor Review Board members
will work quickly to award the Medal
of Valor to their fellow public safety
officers involved in the September 11
terrorist attacks. As chairman of the
Senate Judiciary Committee, I cer-
tainly support awarding the Public
Safety Medal of Valor to the fallen
heros of September 11.

Since my time as a Chittenden Coun-
ty States’ Attorney in Vermont, I have
taken a keen interest in law enforce-
ment in my home State and around the
country. Vermont has the reputation
of being one of the safest states in
which to live, work and visit, and
rightly so. In no small part, this is due
to the hard work of those who have
sworn to serve and protect us. We
should do all we can to support and
protect them and all public safety offi-
cers nationwide.

I am proud of my legislative record
in support of the public safety officers
in Vermont and the Nation. For exam-
ple, Senator CAMPBELL and I authored
the Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant
Acts of 1998 and 2000 to create and then
expand the $25 million Department of
Justice program to provide grants to
law enforcement officers to buy bullet-
proof vests. This grant program has
funded almost 1,000 lifesaving vests for
Vermont officers and more than 300,000
vests for officers across the country.

Specifically in response to the terror-
ists attacks of September 11, I nego-
tiated a retroactive $100,000 increase in
the total benefit under the Public Safe-
ty Officers’ Benefits Program as part of
the USA PATRIOT Act. Congress need-
ed to act immediately to provide
much-needed relief for the families of
the brave men and women of law en-
forcement who sacrificed their own
lives for their fellow Americans. Al-
though an increase in the PSOB bene-
fits can never be a substitute for the
loss of a loved one, it was the right
thing to do for the families of our fall-
en heros. In addition, I helped draft
legislation to create the September 11
Victims Compensation Fund to provide

fair and quick compensation to ter-
rorist victims and their families.

I look forward to continuing to work
in a bipartisan manner with my Senate
colleagues on legislation to support our
Nation’s public safety officers who put
their lives at risk every day to protect
us.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution and the preamble be
agreed to, en bloc; that the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table; and
that any statements relating to the
concurrent resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 243) was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
f

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS REGARDING THE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL OF
VALOR

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 349, S. Con. Res. 75.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 75) to

express the sense of the Congress that the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should
be presented to public safety officers killed
or seriously injured as a result of the ter-
rorist attacks perpetrated against the
United States on September 11, 2001, and to
those who participated in the search, rescue,
and recovery efforts in the aftermath of
those attacks.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution and the preamble be
agreed to, en bloc; that the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table; and
that any statements relating to the
concurrent resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 75) was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution, with its

preamble, reads as follows:
S. CON. RES. 75

Whereas on September 11, 2001, terrorists
hijacked and destroyed 4 civilian aircraft,
crashing 2 of them into the towers of the
World Trade Center in New York City, a
third into the Pentagon, and a fourth in
rural southwest Pennsylvania;

Whereas thousands of innocent Americans
and many foreign nationals were killed and
injured as a result of the surprise terrorist
attacks, including the passengers and crews
of the 4 aircraft, workers in the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon, firefighters, law
enforcement officers, emergency assistance
personnel, and bystanders;

Whereas hundreds of public safety officers
were killed and injured as a result of the ter-

rorist attacks, many of whom would perish
when the twin towers of the World Trade
Center collapsed upon them after they
rushed to the aid of innocent civilians who
were imperiled when the terrorists first
launched their attacks;

Whereas thousands more public safety offi-
cers continued to risk their own lives and
long-term health in sifting through the
aftermath and rubble of the terrorist attacks
to rescue those who may have survived and
to recover the dead;

Whereas the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor Act of 2001 (Public Law 107–12, 115
Stat. 20) authorizes the President to award
and present in the name of Congress, a Medal
of Valor to public safety officers for extraor-
dinary valor above and beyond the call of
duty;

Whereas the Attorney General of the
United States has discretion to increase the
number of recipients of the Medal of Valor
under that Act beyond that recommended by
the Medal of Valor Review Board in extraor-
dinary cases in any given year;

Whereas the terrorist attacks against the
United States on September 11, 2001 and
their aftermath constitute the single most
deadly assault on our American homeland in
our Nation’s history; and

Whereas those public safety officers who
perished and were injured, and all those who
participated in the efforts to rescue whom-
ever may have survived the terrorist attacks
and recover those whose lives were taken so
suddenly and violently are the first casual-
ties and veterans of America’s new war
against terrorism, which was unanimously
authorized by the Authorization for Use of
Military Force (Senate Joint Resolution 23,
enacted September 14, 2001): Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that—

(1) the President should award and present
in the name of Congress a Public Safety Offi-
cer Medal of Valor to every public safety of-
ficer who was killed or seriously injured as a
result of the terrorist attacks perpetrated
against the United States on September 11,
2001, and to deserving public safety officer
who participated in the search, rescue, and
recovery efforts in the aftermath of those at-
tacks; and

(2) such assistance and compensation as
may be needed should be provided to the pub-
lic safety officers who were injured or whose
health was otherwise adversely affected as a
result of their participation in the search,
rescue, and recovery efforts undertaken in
the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001.

f

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS REGARDING THE PUBLIC
SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL OF
VALOR
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 348, S. Con. Res. 66.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 66) to

express the sense of the Congress that the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should
be awarded to public safety officers killed in
the line of duty in the aftermath of the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.
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Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution and preamble be agreed
to, en bloc; that the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table; and that
any statements relating to the concur-
rent resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 66) was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution, with its

preamble, reads as follows:
S. CON. RES. 66

Whereas the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor Act of 2001 (Public Law 107–12, 115
Stat. 20)—

(A) allows the President to award, and
present in the name of Congress, a Medal of
Valor to a public safety officer cited by the
Attorney General of the United States, upon
the recommendation of the Medal of Valor
Review Board, for extraordinary valor above
and beyond the call of duty; and

(B) provides that the Public Safety Officer
Medal of Valor shall be the highest national
award for valor by a public safety officer;

Whereas on September 11, 2001, terrorists
hijacked and destroyed 4 civilian aircraft,
crashing 2 of the planes into the towers of
the World Trade Center in New York City,
and a third into the Pentagon in suburban
Washington, DC;

Whereas thousands of innocent Americans
were killed or injured as a result of these at-
tacks, including rescue workers, police offi-
cers, and firefighters at the World Trade
Center and at the Pentagon;

Whereas these attacks destroyed both tow-
ers of the World Trade Center, as well as ad-
jacent buildings, and seriously damaged the
Pentagon;

Whereas police officers, firefighters, public
safety officers, and medical response crews
were thrown into extraordinarily dangerous

situations, responding to these horrendous
events and acting heroically, without con-
cern for their own safety, trying to help and
to save as many of the lives of others as pos-
sible in the impact zones, in spite of the
clear danger to their own lives; and

Whereas these attacks were by far the
deadliest terrorist attacks ever launched
against the United States: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that—

(1) because of the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, the limit on the number of
Public Safety Officer Medals of Valor should
be waived, and a medal should be awarded
under the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor Act of 2001 to any public safety officer,
as defined in that Act, who was killed in the
line of duty; and

(2) the Medal of Valor Review Board should
give strong consideration to the acts of brav-
ery by other public safety officers in re-
sponding to these events.

f

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, APRIL 22,
2002

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 1 p.m. on Mon-
day, April 22; that immediately fol-
lowing the prayer and the pledge, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the morning hour be deemed to
have expired, the time for the two lead-
ers be reserved for their use later in
the day, and there be a period for
morning business until 2 p.m., with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each, with the time equally
divided between the two leaders or
their designees; that at 2 p.m., the Sen-
ate resume consideration of the energy
reform bill; that Senators have until

1:30 p.m. on Monday to file first-degree
amendments to the energy reform bill,
and that the live quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. Madam President, the
Senate will vote on cloture on the
Daschle-Bingaman substitute amend-
ment to the energy reform bill on
Tuesday. The Senate will not be in ses-
sion tomorrow and there will be no
rollcall votes on Monday.

Madam President, I congratulate the
Senate in its entirety for the work we
did this week. We accomplished a great
deal, even though our time was com-
pressed and the days were very long.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 1 P.M.
MONDAY, APRIL 22, 2002

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8:40 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
April 22, 2002, at 1 p.m.

f

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate April 18, 2002:

THE JUDICIARY

LEGROME D. DAVIS, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT
OF PENNSYLVANIA.
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IN MEMORY OF DR. SHERMAN
SPARKS

HON. RALPH M. HALL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in honor of the beloved com-
munity member Dr. Sherman Sparks, of
Rockwall, Texas. Dr. Sparks was a tireless
country doctor who devoted his life to his
friends and neighbors. He had served his
community from the 1940’s until his retirement
in 1996. He died at the age of 92.

Sherman was a bedrock of the Rockwall
community as it grew from its rural roots into
a suburban city. His devotion to the commu-
nity was constant, though. It was said that he
did not have patients, but he had friends. Dur-
ing his medical practice he delivered over
3,000 babies.

He was very generous with those who
needed him, but could not afford a doctor. He
founded the Rockwall High School chemistry
program and volunteered as doctor for the
High School’s athletic teams for over 30 years.
Sherman also donated his services as jail doc-
tor for the Rockwall Detention Center between
1945 and 1975. Dr. Sparks made house calls
up until the day he retired—often traveling to
homes that could only be reached by tractors.

Outside of his medical services, Sherman
was also instrumental in the community’s poli-
tics. He founded the Rockwall County Repub-
lican Party and even traveled to Washington
to testify before Congress on behalf of his pa-
tients about Social Security. In the mid-1950’s
Sherman was instrumental in starting the
Rockwall Municipal Airport, much of which
they built with their own hands. He was an
avid pilot.

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Sherman Sparks was one
of those rare community leaders who gave his
entire life to shaping the community. The im-
pact he made is incalculable. He will be re-
membered as a selfless giver and great family
man, a father to four sons, Dr. Randy P.
Sparks, Dr. Bob Sparks, David P. Sparks and
James Sparks; with 14 grandchildren and nu-
merous great-grandchildren. We will remem-
ber with sadness the passing of this kind and
caring man who gave everything to his family
and community—Dr. Sherman Sparks.

f

HONORING NANCY RICHARDSON

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Nancy Richardson for receiving
the Excellence in Public Service Award spon-
sored by the Business Council. Ms. Richard-
son will be recognized at a luncheon spon-
sored by the Kenneth L. Maddy Institute, The
Fresno Bee, and the Business Council.

Nancy has been active within the commu-
nity for years. Her interest in the juvenile sys-
tem was sparked when she learned that
judges from Valley counties were sentencing
children to years in the California Youth Au-
thority at a rate that exceeded the state aver-
age. This realization led Ms. Richardson on an
expedition to uncover and expose the truth.
She gathered information and published 1,000
copies of her findings to let people know what
was occurring. After this amazing contribution
to the juvenile justice system, Nancy went on
to volunteer her services to more places which
benefited from her initiative. She was elected
to the Fresno Unified School District’s Board
of Trustees, served as coordinator of the Inter-
agency Council, and now works on the Foster
Care Oversight Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to congratulate
Nancy Richardson for receiving the Excellence
in Public Service Award. I invite my colleagues
to join me in thanking Ms. Richardson for her
tremendous contributions to the community,
and in wishing her many years of continued
success.

f

HONORING MS. MAIOLA COLEMAN
AS AN AGENT OF CHANGE IN
TUCSON’S AND PIMA COUNTY’S
AFRICAN AMERICAN COMMU-
NITY.

HON. ED PASTOR
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. PASTOR. Mister Speaker, I rise today
to mark the celebration of Maiola Coleman’s
life by her family, friends and her community
on April 19, 2002, at Grace Temple in Tucson,
Arizona. They have gathered to honor
Maiola’s 50 years as an agent of change in
Tucson’s and Pima County’s African American
Community with choirs, commemorative
awards, and remembrances by those who
have been touched by her generous spirit.
The community members have chosen this
public acclamation to acknowledge Maiola’s
many achievements on their behalf.

Maiola Coleman is and has been a pas-
sionate and committed advocate of civil rights
all of her life. Her mother, Tommie Thomas,
was her mentor, teacher, and role model for
community, grass roots activism on behalf of
equal rights and equal opportunities. Maiola
learned her lessons well and has honored her
mother’s teachings by living them and passing
them on.

Her childhood experiences helped focus her
energies in working with youth and young
adults, especially minority youth. Her work as
a job developer, trainer, and employment
counselor has enabled thousands of minority
youth to pursue their dreams of upward mobil-
ity through education and good entry level
jobs. She has created model programs with
the Tucson Urban League and with the Uni-
versity of Arizona that have served as national

models for successful minority educational re-
tention programs and community collabora-
tions for at-risk youth.

In addition to her work with youth, Maiola is
the ‘‘go-to’’ person for solutions to problems in
the African American community. Maiola
works diligently with elected officials, agency
directors, private employers, community lead-
ers, and the clergy to bring resources from
every sector to bear on finding solutions to
problems, whether the problem affects one
person or the whole community. Maiola is able
to engage multiple resources because she is
a ‘‘bridge builder’’ who is constantly linking
people and organizations to maximize their ef-
fectiveness. She has a wide range of personal
contacts and friends who respect her work
‘‘from the heart’’ and who trust her community
spirit to work for the greatest good for all. Her
latest collaboration has been the Desert
Waste Not Warehouse which is recycling com-
puters into the households of the minority and
low-income neighborhoods of Tucson and
Pima County. This program is making a tre-
mendous difference locally in the ‘‘digital di-
vide’’. It, too, may serve as a national model.

I applaud Maiola Coleman for all she has
done for our community in Arizona District 2 to
make civil rights a reality and to improve the
living conditions of those in need. She has
been given many awards and certificates of
achievement. They are well deserved. We are
proud of her spirit and her service. I thank
Maiola for all that she has done to make our
country better and stronger. I also thank her 3
children, Marcus, Stellvonne, Kimiro, and her
2 grandchildren, Kivone and Enai for encour-
aging and sustaining her as she shares her
great gifts with the rest of us. Finally, I thank
Maiola for being my friend and for sharing with
me the vision of a just world.

f

IN MEMORY OF BOB DE LORENZI

HON. TOM DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor the memory of a friend of
Northern Virginia who passed away this week,
Mr. Bob de Lorenzi.

Mr. de Lorenzi was a pillar of the Northern
Virginia community. As President and Chief
Executive Officer of the Patriot Computer
Group, Inc. and its subsidiary PatriotNet, Inc.,
Mr. de Lorenzi was widely admired as a busi-
nessman, receiving the 2001 Businessman of
the Year Award from the Chamber of Com-
merce. But even more importantly, he was ad-
mired for his love and devotion to his Northern
Virginia community.

Mr. de Lorenzi served as Vice Chairman of
Technology, and Chief Information Officer, for
the Central Fairfax Chamber of Commerce.
This is the first instance in the nation that a
Chamber of Commerce appointed a Board-
level CIO. He was chairman of the Central
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Fairfax Chamber of Commerce’s Technology
Committee since its inception in 1995, orga-
nizing the Chamber’s Technology Day event
geared toward improving understanding and
efficiency in the technology arena.

Utilizing his professional expertise to benefit
his community, Mr. de Lorenzi served on the
Fairfax City/George Mason University Tech-
nology Committee and its Business/Training
and Schools subcommittees, as well as the
Fairfax County Information Technology Policy
Advisory Committee. His volunteer efforts
were recognized when the Central Fairfax
Chamber of Commerce honored him with its
1998 Volunteer of the Year award. Last night,
April 17, 2002, Bobbie Kilbert, President of the
Northern Virginia Technology Council, offered
a moving tribute to Mr. de Lorenzi recognizing
his many contributions to Northern Virginia’s
high-tech community and indeed the commu-
nity at large.

In October 2000, Mr. de Lorenzi again set
out to make the Washington metropolitan
area, and the nation, a better place by serving
as chairman of the first annual Washington
Conference on Telework/Telework America
TM Day. This conference focused on the de-
velopment and promotion of telework in the
Washington metropolitan area, attempting to
provide a solution to many of the difficult
issues facing this region, including traffic con-
gestion, work-life balance, recruitment and re-
tention, and air quality—all at an affordable
cost. The conference’s attendees included
elected and appointed representatives of Fed-
eral and local governments and managers
from both private and public sectors of the en-
tire Washington metropolitan area.

The nation’s trust and admiration was re-
vealed as Mr. de Lorenzi was presented by
our President, George W. Bush, with the op-
portunity to serve as the Chief Technology
Consultant to the Bush-Cheney Presidential
Transition Team. The President discovered
what Northern Virginians have long known:
Bob was a man you wanted on your side.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I express my sin-
cere condolences to the family and friends of
Mr. Bob de Lorenzi, and as a representative of
the residents of the 11th District of Virginia, I
know he will be missed. I call upon all of my
colleagues to join me in honoring the memory
of Mr. Bob de Lorenzi.

f

TRIBUTE TO MERRILL CONNALLY

HON. RALPH M. HALL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in tribute of a great Texan, a
great American and a dear friend and col-
league—the late Judge Merrill Lee Connally of
Floresville, Texas—who passed away at the
age of 80 on September 4, 2001. Over the
course of his life he had been a rancher, an
oilman, a radio station operator, a judge, and
a soldier who served his country with distinc-
tion in the South Pacific during World War II.

Merrill grew up on his family’s ranch west of
Floresville where he was born as the sixth
child of John Bowden Connally Sr. and Lela

Wright Connally on April 9, 1921. After attend-
ing Floresville High School, he went on to
Texas A&M University in 1941 as a member
of the Corps of Cadets. In January 1942,
shortly after entering college, he left to enlist
in the United States Marine Corps where he
rose to the rank of Captain serving in the
South Pacific. During the fight for Bougainville,
Merrill earned two Purple Hearts.

Merrill served until 1945, after which he re-
turned to Floresville to help manage the
Connally family ranch. He continued with the
ranch the rest of his life, but he had other ven-
tures, as well. Along with 10 other fellow vet-
erans, Mr. Connally organized and operated
radio station KVET in Austin, Texas. In addi-
tion to the radio station, he had other business
venture including Connally Agricultural Serv-
ices, Connally Fuels, and Connally Minerals.
He was also a 20 year board member of the
Republic Bank of Austin.

Like all of the Connally family, Merrill served
his country well by staying active in local,
state and national politics. From 1847–1950,
he was Wilson County Commissioner—he
held the position again from 1955–1959. In
both 1956 and 1960 Merrill served as a dele-
gate to the Democratic National Convention.
He also helped his brother run for governor,
serving as his campaign coordinator in both
1962 and 1964.

Merrill served on the Floresville chamber of
Commerce, Wilson County Farm Bureau,
Floresville Lions Club, South Texas County
Judges’ Association, Southwest Cattle Rais-
ers’ Association, and American Quarter Horse
Association, and was a past president of the
Floresville Peanut Festival Association. In ad-
dition, he served for many years on the board
of directors of the Wilson Memorial Hospital, a
hospital that the had played an instrumental
part in founding.

Later in life, Mr. Connally began a hobby
acting. He played the role of Davy Crockett in
‘‘Alamo—The Price of Freedom’’ and also
made appearances in Steven Spielberg’s
‘‘Close Encounters of the Third Kind’’ and
‘‘Sugarland Express.’’

Most importantly, though, Merrill will be re-
membered a true American hero and devoted
family man. Just this year he celebrated his
50th wedding anniversary with his loving wife
Mary Catherine Howard. He was father to two
and a grandfather to four.

He will be remembered by his family, friends
and former colleague as a true Texas who
served his state and country well. He will be
remembered for his mild-mannered ways and
devotion to the people of Texas. He leaves a
legacy of service kindness. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great admiration that I recognize the life
of a great Texan and true American hero—
Merrill Lee Connally.

f

HONORING VITO CHIESA

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Vito Chiesa on the occasion of
the completion of his term as president of the

Stanislaus County Farm Bureau. Mr. Chiesa
has served as president for the past two
years, from April 2000 to 2002, and served as
a board member representing the Eastside
Region for two years prior to his presidency.

Vito is a peach, almond, and walnut farmer
who was born and raised in Stanislaus County
and has farmed all his life. He is currently the
manager of Chiesa Ranch and previously
owned Agriculture Land Management Co., Vito
Chiesa Farms. Mr. Chiesa opens his farm to
visitors to help them better understand the
farming industry.

In 1999, Vito received the Outstanding
Young Farmer Achievement Award. The
Stanislaus County Farm Bureau has also hon-
ored him with the Outstanding Achievement
Award. Mr. Chiesa has been an outstanding
county farm bureau president and has dem-
onstrated his leadership abilities during nego-
tiations involving sensitive issues affecting the
farming community. He has exhibited an im-
pressive ability to bring diverse interests and
opinions together to work toward a common
goal.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize Vito
Chiesa at the end of his term as Stanislaus
County Farm Bureau President. I invite my
colleagues to join me in thanking Mr. Chiesa
for his contributions to the agriculture and the
community and in wishing him many more
years of continued success.

f

HONORING THE NATIONAL LAW
CENTER FOR INTER-AMERICA
FREE TRADE IN TUCSON, ARI-
ZONA

HON. ED PASTOR
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2001

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise before you
today to pay tribute to an organization that re-
cently marked its 10th anniversary of working
to reduce the legal barriers to trade among
nations in our hemisphere. The organization I
proudly speak of is the National Law Center
for Inter-American Free Trade, located in Tuc-
son, Arizona.

The organization was created by Dr. Boris
Kozolchyk, a law professor at the University of
Arizona and expert on free trade on April 1,
1992. Its purpose was to address and resolve
the practical and legal obstacles that NAFTA
would bring, as well as to develop the legal in-
frastructure necessary to facilitate the move-
ment of goods, services and investment cap-
ital in the Western Hemisphere.

The Center works closely with the James E.
Rogers College of Law at the University of Ari-
zona as an educational and research institu-
tion in such areas as banking, commercial
credit, customs, electronic commerce, environ-
ment, intellectual property, labor and transpor-
tation.

Free trade leads to economic well-being,
enhances political stability, and promotes pub-
lic accountability and the rule of law among
the nations in our hemisphere, making the Na-
tional Law Center for Inter-American Free
Trade an important organization to our state
and country. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I ask my
colleagues to join me in honoring this out-
standing institution.
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HONORING MR. KIRK LOGGINS OF

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE ON THE
OCCASION OF HIS RETIREMENT
FROM THE TENNESSEAN

HON. BOB CLEMENT
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Mr. Kirk Loggins of Nashville, Ten-
nessee on the occasion of his retirement from
the Tennessean newspaper where he covered
government, politics, and the court system for
nearly thirty years.

Kirk Loggins was born in Jackson Clinic in
Dickson, Tennessee on October 20, 1946. A
native of Middle Tennessee, he grew up on a
farm near Charlotte, Tennessee, where his
family had lived since the 1830s. Growing up,
he regularly worked on the farm, milking cows,
helping with the tobacco crop, while longing to
experience city life.

An early achiever, he graduated valedic-
torian of Charlotte High School in 1964, where
he also served as editor of the school news-
paper. His early involvement in journalism
helped land him a summer job at the Dickson
County Herald newspaper prior to entering
Vanderbilt University in the fall of 1964.
Loggins attended Vanderbilt as a Rockefeller
Foundation Scholar and spent the summer of
1966 working in Washington, D.C., as an in-
tern at the U.S. Office of Education.

Graduating from Vanderbilt in June 1968
with a major in English and a minor in History,
he went to work just three days later as asso-
ciate editor of the Dickson County Herald. In
fact, his first day on the job was the morning
after Robert Kennedy was assassinated in Los
Angeles. During his four years at the Dickson
County weekly paper, he earned the Ten-
nessee Press Associations Most Improved
Award two consecutive years.

His experience led to a position at the Ten-
nessean, where he was originally assigned to
the state desk for the first three years at the
paper. From 1975–1976 he served as the
Washington correspondent, but returned to
cover the local court system in December
1976. He has covered the courts continuously
since that time, with the exception of a year-
long break to investigate the Ku Klux Klan in
1979–1980, and for a National Endowment for
the Humanities fellowship at the University of
Michigan in 1982–1983.

Loggins has covered literally hundreds of
criminal trials, including 15 death penalty
cases, and witnessed Tennessee’s first execu-
tion of a prisoner in 40 years, in April 2000.
Beloved by his colleagues and his rivals alike,
he has been honored for his work by the
Nashville Bar Association and the National
Conference of Christians and Jews.

On a personal note, I will always appreciate
the professionalism he exhibited in his report-
ing of the death and trial of my former Chief
of Staff, Alex Haught, who was killed by a
drunk driver in Nashville three years ago.
Loggins is an outstanding journalist who
serves the profession nobly and accurately.
His work will be missed by thousands of read-
ers and we wish him the very best in his re-
tirement and all of his future endeavors.

A TRIBUTE TO BYRON R. WHITE

HON. DIANA DeEGETTE
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, it is with pro-
found sadness that I rise today to recognize
the life and contributions of Byron ‘‘Whizzer’’
White, one of Colorado’s most renowned and
admirable native sons. Retired Supreme Court
Justice White died on Monday, April 15, at the
age of 84, of complications with pneumonia.
We have not only lost this honorable and es-
teemed man, we have also lost the last living
former Supreme Court Justice. I would like to
take this opportunity to pay tribute to his dedi-
cation to our country and his remarkable
achievements before this body of Congress
and this nation.

White was born in Fort Collins, Colorado in
1917, raised in the nearby town of Wellington.
White excelled at every aspiration and accom-
plished everything he attempted. Valedictorian
of his high school and University of Colorado
class, White continued to become a Rhodes
Scholar at Oxford university. He completed his
legal studies at Yale Law School after serving
our country in World War II. ‘‘Whizzer’’ White
was also a legendary All-America football
player at University of Colorado and played for
the NFL with the Pittsburgh Steelers and the
Detroit Lions.

In 1962, President John F. Kennedy ap-
pointed White to the Supreme Court of the
United States. The new justice joined the
Court just as it neared the height of its liberal
and activist period. White quickly evolved into
a conservative jurist with a strong independent
streak, dissenting from many of the court’s lib-
eral rulings of the 1960’s. Yet he was a strong
proponent of civil rights for racial minorities. In
1961, White served to protect the ‘‘Freedom
Riders’’, the young civil-rights activists trying to
integrate the interstate bus system over the
objection of Alabama’s all-white power struc-
ture. White served a remarkable 31 years on
the Supreme Court as a loyal and devoted
Democrat before retiring in 1993.

Mr. Speaker, Byron R. White was a distin-
guished jurist who served his country with the
utmost honor and dedication. The ‘‘Whizzer’’
remains a celebrated figure and a Colorado
native son we are very proud to claim as one
of our own. His exceptional brains, athleticism,
and esteemed character and devotion to jus-
tice will continue to live on through the lives of
those he has touched. I would like to extend
my deepest sympathies to White’s family and
friends during this difficult time of remem-
brance and bereavement.

f

BEGINNING A SERIES OF ENERGY
REMARKS, CALLS FOR USE OF
ALL ENERGY SOURCES

HON. RALPH M. HALL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to begin a series of remarks on energy.
Once again, the uncertainties in the Middle
East have caused prices in oil markets to rise,
and from what we read in the news, the cur-

rent uncertainty is unfortunately likely to last
for quite some time.

My goal with this series is simple: to im-
press upon my colleagues the need to de-
velop a national energy policy. And that policy
should include all of our resources—fossil
fuels, nuclear, renewables and, yes, conserva-
tion. We need them all.

In this country we are blessed with an abun-
dance of energy choices. We have abundant
coal resources—in fact some of the largest in
the world. We have tremendous potential for
the development of solar and wind resources.
And even though for many years we have pro-
duced huge volumes of crude oil and natural
gas—even supplied some of the world with it
at times—we still have significant oil and gas
resources in the ground.

Much of the rest of the world is envious of
our energy resources and the choices we
have. In the coming days and weeks, I will ad-
dress some of those options and what we can
do to bring those options into reality.

f

CONGRATULATING JUAN
ARAMBULA

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate Fresno County Super-
visor Juan Arambula for receiving the 2002
Rose Ann Vuich Ethical Leadership Award. He
was recognized April 17, 2002, at a luncheon
reception.

Mr. Arambula has been dedicated to com-
munity service in Fresno for over ten years; he
was first elected to public office in 1990. Juan
is a former president of Fresno Unified School
District’s board of trustees, and has also
served on the California School Boards Asso-
ciation’s board of directors. This is Juan’s sec-
ond term on the Fresno County Board of Su-
pervisors; he was first elected in 1997. Mr.
Arambula has earned the respect of his col-
leagues through his many endeavors and is
very deserving of this prestigious award.

The Rose Ann Vuich Award is sponsored by
the Fresno Business Council, the Fresno Bee,
and the Kenneth L. Maddy Institute of Public
Affairs. The award honors former State Sen-
ator Vuich, who consistently maintained high
ethical standards and earned bipartisan re-
spect throughout her career in the State legis-
lature. The award aims to recognize elected
leaders who symbolize integrity, strength of
character, and exemplary ethical behavior.

f

HONORING BOB BYNUM FOR 28
YEARS OF SERVICE

HON. TOM DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to honor a
friend of Northern Virginia, Mr. Bob Bynum,
who is being recognized for his 28 years of
volunteer service to the Mason District Little
League at the League’s Opening Day Cere-
mony on April 20, 2002 in Fairfax, Virginia.
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Mr. Bynum has dedicated himself to making

our community a better place. Beginning in the
late 50s when he played baseball for the Bai-
ley’s Crossroads Little League, Mr. Bynum has
devoted years to making Little League a
strong, positive institution for the children of
Northern Virginia.

In the late 70s, Mr. Bynum coached his first
baseball team for children between the ages
of 10 and 12, and has continued this service
for 28 years, coaching hundreds of children in
the Mason District Little League. While off the
field, Mr. Bynum ran three golf tournaments to
raise needed funds to build batting cages that
can be seen on the Parklawn Park fields on
Lincolnia Road, as well as to purchase a light-
ed scoreboard dedicated at last year’s Open-
ing Day Ceremonies on the fields of Mason
District Park.

In addition to his years of coaching, Mr.
Bynum has served as President of the Mason
District Little League, as well as several other
Board positions. Despite having no children of
his own, Mr. Bynum did all of this as a result
of his passion for baseball, the children, and
the Little League institution.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I wish the very best
to Mr. Bob Bynum as he is recognized for his
years of service to the Mason District Little
League. He certainly has earned his recogni-
tion, and I call upon all of my colleagues to
join me in applauding this remarkable service
to our community and our children.

f

A TRIBUTE TO SCOTT K. NIELSON
ON HIS 80TH BIRTHDAY

HON. BOB CLEMENT
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, Scott K. Niel-
son was born on April 3, 1922, in Huntington,
Utah. His father was Gerald W. Nielson and
his mother was Ione Wakefield Nielson. Scott
had three brothers, Kirk Nielson, Dick Nielson
and Tom Nielson, and one sister, Jean Niel-
son Adamson. He married Lila H. Wilson on
April 10, 1943. Scott and Lila have three sons,
Scott, Jr., Mark, and Gaylan, and one daugh-
ter, Wendy Nielson. They have 12 grand and
10 great grand children.

Scott is an outstanding father, grandfather,
and great grandfather. His children and their
children love and respect him. He is a loving
and caring father, and a wonderful role model.
Because of his love and support, all of his
children attended college. The three sons
have graduate degrees, and are successful
and productive members of the community.
His daughter Wendy has a flourishing career
as a systems administrator for the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.

Scott is a veteran of World War II having
served in the U.S. Army in the Pacific Theater.
His unit fought in the Philippines, Guadalcanal
and Luzon.

Following World War II, Scott worked as a
coal miner and construction contractor, Scott,
along with his father and brothers built many
of the roads in Emery County, Utah and the
Millers Flat Dam, a storage facility located in
Huntington Canyon, Utah. During the 1950s,
the Nielson men turned to mining uranium in
both Utah and Colorado. In 1961, Scott moved
his family to Salt Lake City, Utah. He and his

brother Kirk Nielson were service station deal-
ers for several years. Scott and Kirk continued
to work together, first in the service station
and then in the remodeling business until re-
tirement. Scott is a talented mechanic and car-
penter and has continued to work part time
doing home modeling up to the present time.
A man who can do anything around the
house, Scott is an excellent electrician, plumb-
er, and finish carpenter who has a reputation
for the quality of his workmanship—Scott is
never satisfied with anything less than perfec-
tion.

Scott is an active member of the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints and is cur-
rently a member of the High Priest Quorum.
Church activity is a very important part of
Scott’s life and he and Lila, his wife of fifty-
nine years, are currently serving a mission for
their church in Salt Lake City.

Scott Nielson has lived a long and produc-
tive life. he is an outstanding father and role
model. He will continue to be an important
member of the community for many years to
come. I look forward to honoring him again on
his 90th and 100th Birthdays! Happy 80th
Birthday Scott!

f

HONORING THE PIPEFITTERS
LOCAL #208 ON THE OCCASION OF
THEIR CENTENNIAL ANNIVER-
SARY

HON. DIANA DeGETTE
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize and honor Local #208 of the United
Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of
the Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry, located
in Denver, Colorado. From their formation on
April 26, 1902, Local #208 has a history full of
challenge, perseverance, loyalty, and inge-
nuity.

Before the creation of Local #208, condi-
tions for pipefitters based in Denver were gen-
erally poor. Employment was not steady and
jobs were scattered across the nation, forcing
pipefitters to constantly move. However, with
the increase in indoor plumbing and construc-
tion, pipefitters soon found employment in
hospitals, schools, and water systems, among
others.

As the number of jobs grew, so did the
need for a union to protect the interests of the
workers in the pipefitting industry. The national
union was founded on October 7, 1889 and
two of the first elected officers were from Den-
ver.

On April 26, 2002, the Pipefitters Local #208
will have existed for 100 years. This is truly an
achievement. From their beginnings in 1902,
the Local has contributed to the welfare of
their members, as well as the pipefitting indus-
try. The loyalty of Local #208 to its members
was demonstrated numerous times when it
came to the aid of financially distressed pipe-
fitters in Denver and across Colorado. In fact,
the Local provided interest free loans to its
members who were experiencing difficult
times.

Local #208 also gave back to Denver and
its budding pipefitters. Local #208 coordinated
with other locals in the region to advocate for
stronger worker protections, improvements in

health and safety, and contract agreements.
Additionally, the Local created a Joint Appren-
ticeship Committee that provides training and
accreditation of new pipefitters.

In the last 25 years, Local #208 has suc-
cessfully fought for better wages and working
conditions of its membership and has helped
to make Denver the great city it is today.
Members of Local #208 have contributed to
the construction of such Denver institutions as
the home of the Denver Broncos, the Denver
Public Library, the Denver International Air-
port, and the home of the Colorado Rockies.

Over 100 years, Local #208 has thrived
through perseverance, loyalty, and creativity.
These are the characteristics that will allow
Local #208 to last for another 100 years. I am
proud to congratulate Local #208 on their first
100 years and wish them all the best in the fu-
ture.

f

IN MEMORY OF HERMAN A. ENGEL

HON. RALPH M. HALL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, today I

would like to honor the memory of Herman
Engel of Tyler, TX, who recently passed at the
age of 85. He was a war hero, pioneering oil
man, and beloved community activist and fa-
ther.

Herman first started in the oil industry work-
ing for Shell Oil in Houston, where he was
born. After graduating from LSU with a degree
in Petroleum Engineering he spent time in
East Texas, Houston, and Oklahoma working
for various oil companies. He moved to East
Texas permanently in 1976 to run the East
Texas Salt Water Disposal Company and re-
mained active with the company even after his
retirement in 1989. Prior to 1976 he had been
vice president of APCO Oil Corporation and of
Union Texas Petroleum, both of which were in
Tulsa, OK.

As a professional he was recognized as a
leader. In 1983 he was selected as a ‘‘Pioneer
Engineer’’ by the Petroleum Landmen, Petro-
leum Geologists and Petroleum Engineers of
East Texas. He was an Honorary Life Member
of the Independent Petroleum Association of
America and was a Distinguished Member of
the Petroleum Engineers. He also served as
vice president and director of both the Society
of Petroleum Engineers and the American In-
stitute of Mining.

Before he began his professional career,
Herman served his country in the Second
World War. This true American hero was an
officer in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and spent 11⁄2 years in Alaska in addition to
his 21⁄2 in the South Pacific.

While in Tyler he was an integral part of the
community and played a major part in helping
to make East Texas a better place for every-
one. He served as a vice president and direc-
tor of the Tyler Area Chamber of Commerce.
He was a long-time director of East-Texas
Lighthouse for the Blind, and was an active
supporter of several local organizations and
foundations. Among those were Louisiana
State University, Tyler Junior College, and the
Tyler Independent School District. He was
also a devoted trustee of the Watson W. Wise
Foundation.

In passing, Mr. Engel leaves behind two
daughters Dee Landers and Alice Beam; a
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sister Elizabeth Engel; and 6 grandchildren.
He was a wonderful father, devoted husband,
and beloved grandfather. Mr. Speaker, this
was one of those men who made a lasting im-
pact in everything that he did. We will remem-
ber with great respect everything this kind and
caring man did for his community—Mr. Her-
man A. Engel.

f

MICHAEL VANG INVESTIGATION

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with a heavy heart to recognize a dark
anniversary for one of my constituents. Three
years ago, Suzie Vang lost her friend and hus-
band to unknown circumstances in Laos.

On April 19, 1999, Michael Vang and Mr.
Houa Ly, a resident of Appleton, WI, both
Americans, were traveling along the border
between Laos and Thailand. According to eye-
witnesses, the U.S. congressional research
missions, nongovernmental organizations and
other sources both Ly and Vang were seized
by Lao Government authorities. Despite the
building evidence, the Lao Government con-
tinues to deny knowledge of their whereabouts
or the role of government security forces in
their abduction.

The State Department has been asked re-
peatedly by Members of Congress to vigor-
ously investigate and resolve this case since it
was first reported in early May 1999. It is cer-
tainly true that we have received some assist-
ance from them. However, there continues to
be a lack of results. This is not surprising con-
sidering that the State Department continues
to pursue an investigation in cooperation with
the regime in Laos—a regime involved with
their disappearance. While the State Depart-
ment continues their slow and seemingly
never-ending investigation, the trail grows
colder.

We need a renewed effort. We need to ini-
tiate a new independent investigation free
from coordination with the government of
Laos. Three years is long enough. And, as
long as this case goes unresolved, I will con-
tinue to oppose Normal Trade Relations (NTR)
status for Laos.

f

HONORING THOMAS E. BRUNK
UPON HIS RETIREMENT

HON. TOM DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to pay trib-
ute to Mr. Thomas E. Brunk, upon his retire-
ment from the Federal Government after 33
years of distinguished and dedicated service
to Northern Virginia, our Nation, and the De-
partment of Defense.

Tom’s career truly can be described as an
American success story. Tom began his ca-
reer as an young intern in Oklahoma, some-
what bewildered by the sights and sounds of
the bustling air logistics center. Now, more
than three decades later, he will end his ca-

reer as a member of the Senior Executive
Service and as the deputy director and the
highest-ranking civilian of the Defense Con-
tract Management Agency, a worldwide orga-
nization of 12,000 employees responsible for
ensuring that the supplies and materials going
to our Military Services—our men and women
in uniform—are delivered on-time and are of
the highest quality. His contribution has been
particularly notable over the last nine years as
contingency contract management has been
needed to support America’s military deploy-
ments at locations around the world.

Despite his relative youth, Tom quickly dem-
onstrated exceptional managerial skills in sup-
port of major aerospace systems, including the
B–2 aircraft and the Peacekeeper missile.
With great vigilance and a strong sense of
duty, he led operations reviews at dozens of
major Defense contractors, and after having
proved his mettle on the plant floor, steadily
advanced to positions of increasing responsi-
bility. In 1990 he accepted an appointment to
the Defense Department’s principle contract-
management organization, the Defense Con-
tract Management Command. In this capacity,
Tom has been a stalwart standard bearer in
the Department’s pursuit of acquisition excel-
lence.

The capstone of Tom’s career came in
March 2000, when he spearheaded the estab-
lishment of the Defense Contract Management
Agency, a combat-support organization re-
sponsible for the management of 310,000 gov-
ernment contracts cumulatively valued at more
than $100 billion. As deputy director since the
agency’s inception, Mr. Brunk has brought to
bear his considerable managerial, technical,
and interpersonal skills to ensure America’s
fighting forces receive the material support
they need to protect and defend our nation.
He has helped DCMA earn a place of promi-
nence in the Department’s technology revolu-
tion, as evidenced by his role in the develop-
ment and deployment of the Standard Pro-
curement System, a Department-wide pur-
chasing and payment system that will replace
a jumble outmoded and disparate programs
that for years have bedeviled financial man-
agement with the Defense community.

Whether it is on the flight line at an air logis-
tics center in Oklahoma City, on the plant floor
at a manufacturing plant in St. Louis, or at a
negotiations table in the Nation’s capital, Tom
Brunk served with dignity, commitment, and
integrity. On the occasion of his retirement
from the Federal Civilian Service, I offer my
congratulations and thanks to this long-time
resident of Northern Virginia, and wish him
and his wife, Sharon, well in their future pur-
suits.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I wish the very best
to Mr. Brunk as he is recognized for his years
of service to the Federal Government, the
people of Northern Virginia and our nation He
certainly has earned this recognition, and I call
upon all of my colleague to join me in ap-
plauding this remarkable service.

f

IN MEMORY OF GALE CINCOTTA

HON. MARCY KAPTUR
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, during this re-

flective season of Ramadan, Passover, and

Lent, I have been reflecting on friends whose
lives closely paralleled the stories of sacrifice
in the Holy Books. It is this reflection that calls
to my mind Mrs. Gale Cincotta of Chicago,
who passed from this life to the next on Au-
gust 15, 2001. I am grateful for the opportunity
to encapsulate her life’s work for the RECORD.

Born of humble origin and reared in Chi-
cago’s Austin neighborhood, Gale became a
neighborhood activist and then national leader
as her personal knowledge of injustice led her
on a passionate journey. Her dissatisfaction
with her sons’ educational opportunities
spurred her to address the issue. She became
impassioned with the root causes of an inad-
equate educational system: poverty, lack of
decent and affordable housing and the result-
ing decaying neighborhoods. As her under-
standing grew about these issues, Gale found
her true vocation. Armed initially only with a
small but vocal band of neighborhood resi-
dents, Gale began a crusade which would
eventually lead her to national prominence.
She was, the Chicago Tribune noted upon her
death, ‘‘one of the most effective community
activists in the nation.’’ I would add that she
had extraordinary vision, a sharp intellect, a
love of those without voice or power, and a
boundless sense of humor.

Feisty, blustery, and with a keen ability to
cajole or badger those with influence and
power into doing what needed to be done,
Gale earned the respect of all with whom she
worked whether or not they agreed with her.
Her passion was unmistakable, her commit-
ment unwavering, and her expertise unparal-
leled. She taught many people, including my-
self, what being a neighborhood activist is
really all about: it is about changing people’s
lives for the better. It is about helping them
gain power to improve the condition of peo-
ple’s lives.

Though responsible for many changes in
neighborhood development and revitalization,
lending practices and housing concerns
across our nation, Gale’s greatest public ac-
complishment was gaining Congressional ap-
proval of the Community Reinvestment Act in
1977. Passage of this Act, now a cornerstone
of neighborhood financing that has released
billions of dollars of private credit to formerly
red-lined neighborhoods, was considered by
the Chicago Tribune Gale’s ‘‘single greatest
triumph.’’ Ever the champion of marginal
neighborhoods, she persuaded not only elect-
ed officials but also bankers, insurance com-
panies, landlords, and business leaders that
neighborhood investment—while being the
right think to do—could also be profitable. She
taught them that the savings of people of ordi-
nary means should not be drained from their
neighborhoods, but made available for rein-
vestment. Her work made the capitalist system
work in some of the most neglected corners of
our nation. Her tireless and unmatched efforts
yielded visible results by turning faded city
blocks into flourishing neighborhoods from
coast to coast. Gale organized other programs
and works, and many awards and accolades
were bestowed upon her through the years,
but surely none meant as much to her as the
lasting legacy of the Community Reinvestment
Act and the people and communities it still
helps.

Gale Cincotta lives on in the seeds she
planted in the hearts of the people she served
and the minds of those she battled with and
against to make people’s lives better. She
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never yielded. She once said to me that the
media had convinced Americans they were all
‘‘middle class’’ and that had bred a dangerous
political complacency among the working class
of people and the poor, who struggled daily to
gain an economic foothold in our country.
Their interests will not be served by false im-
ages of how hard and political this struggle is
really.

The new director of the organization she
founded, the National Training and Information
Center, recalled that Gale—a mother of six
sons and a widow—loved to dance. His mes-
sage to the people upon taking the reigns as
director began with a quote from an old Shak-
er hymn. The words seem to sum up Gale’s
legacy quite well: ‘‘They buried my body and
they thought I’d gone, but I am the dance and
I still go on.’’ Surely, she lives among us.

f

IN MEMORY OF M.L. ‘‘MIKE’’
ANGLIN

HON. RALPH M. HALL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I speak
today in memory of M.L. ‘‘Mike’’ Anglin, of
Longview, Texas, a beloved member of his
community, a veteran and loving father, who
passed away at the age of 85.

Mike spent his life serving his country and
community. He was the Commander of the
American Legion Post #140 for over 30 years.
Because of his long service there, he was sa-
luted as the Texas State American Legion vet-
eran of the year on three separate occasions.
He was a Lieutenant in World War II but be-
came a General for his veterans back in East
Texas. Without his help, VFW posts 4002,
1183, 140 and 131 would not have even ex-
isted. He also worked to obtain the Veterans
Clinic in Longview. Beyond the American Le-
gion, Mike was active in 4–H, March of Dimes,
Boys and Girls State and was one of the origi-
nal organizers of the East Texas State Fair.

This loving family-man is survived by his
wife, Zelma, two daughters, Celia and Cynthia,
three sisters and a granddaughter. He not only
loved his county but cared for its people. East
Texas has lost a unique individual and he will
be missed. We will remember with sadness
the passing of a true American, a beloved fa-
ther, and a legend in East Texas who will not
easily be forgotten—M.L. ‘‘Mike’’ Anglin.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO ELI
MARTINEZ

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a sol-
emn heart and yet great pride that I take this
opportunity to pay respect to a United States
Marine, Eli Martinez . Eli was killed over a
year ago during training exercise at the age of
twenty-one. He was a well-respected young
man who is dearly missed by the community

of Trinidad, Colorado who relied on him for his
willingness and desire to help others. His leg-
acy of kindness now has the opportunity to
pass on through the efforts of his mother,
Marie Martinez. She has recently established
a memorial fund to continue Eli’s quest to bet-
ter his surroundings and his community. As
she begins this quest, I would like to recog-
nize her son before this body of Congress,
and this nation.

According to his mother, Eli’s purpose and
goal in life was to simply help others in any
way possible. At the age of seventeen, he
could often be found praying for those in
need, those who were sick, and those who
were less fortunate. He reached out and
touched the lives of people from all walks of
life in Trinidad, regardless of age, class, or re-
ligion, and was known as a truly kind soul. Eli
felt that the ultimate gift to others was to serve
them in difficult and trying circumstances. He
joined the Marines at the age of eighteen and
was well respected amongst his fellow Ma-
rines, and officers. Like many members of our
armed forces, Eli believed that it is every
young person’s duty to be willing to pay the ul-
timate sacrifice for their country. Unfortunately
Eli was called upon to pay that price, but his
memory lives on. The new Eli Martinez Foun-
dation Fund, created by Marie Martinez, will
continue the work that Eli began. Contributions
to the fund will go to a variety of causes close
to Eli’s heart, including the homeless and trou-
bled youths.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to pay tribute
to Eli Martinez for his contributions to the Trin-
idad community and to our nation. His dedica-
tion to his community, his fellow man, and to
the protection of our freedoms deserves the
recognition of this body of Congress, and a
grateful nation. Eli is a fine example for young
people of this country who strive to better
themselves and improve the lives of others.
Although Eli has left us, his selfless spirit will
live on through the lives of those he touched,
and through the efforts of his mother, Marie.
Eli, thank you for your service, you will be
greatly missed.

f

ON THE PASSING OF RABBI
ISRAEL MILLER

HON. MICHAEL R. McNULTY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. McNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Rabbi Israel Miller—a great
leader of our Jewish Community and a great
American.

Rabbi Miller was a man of vision. As presi-
dent of the Conference of Jewish Material
Claims Against Germany, he combined pas-
sion with dignity in his negotiations with for-
eign governments. He was able to achieve a
landmark compensation agreement for the
criminal theft that was part of the Nazi bar-
barity against the Jewish people.

Rabbi Miller played an outstanding role in
American Jewish life. He served as chairman
of the Conference of Presidents of Major Jew-
ish Organizations and was its spokesperson
on matter relating to Israel and international
affairs in the United States and abroad. He

had a special interest in helping the Jews be-
hind the Iron Curtain, as evidenced by his na-
tional leadership of the American Jewish Con-
ference on Soviet Jewry.

He left his imprint on virtually every major
facet of American Jewish life as the founding
president of the American Zionist Federation,
founder of the Jewish Community Relations
Council of New York, vice president of the
American-Israel Public Affairs Committee, and
president of the Rabbinical Council of Amer-
ica.

Throughout his life, Rabbi Miller sought to
build bridges of understanding and respect
among people of different religious, racial and
ethnic origins. He believed that every human
being should be able to live in safety, ‘‘and
there shall be none to make him afraid.’’

What a legacy Rabbi Israel Miller left us. He
will be sorely missed.

f

RETIREMENT CONGRATULATIONS
TO ROBERT MAXWELL

HON. MARCY KAPTUR
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
have the opportunity to publicly recognize the
life’s work of one of Toledo, Ohio’s most nota-
ble citizens, Robert Maxwell, who is retiring
from his career after 38 years. Truly, Robert
Maxwell is a ‘‘Golden Guy.’’

Bob moved through the ranks of the Lathrop
Company, over which he began a tenure as
President in 1986. That tenure saw out-
standing growth as he developed the Lathrop
Company into a premier construction company
in our region.

Even as he built the company, Bob fulfilled
a deep sense of commitment to the commu-
nity, involving himself in many concerns in-
cluding 911 services, Toledo Public Schools’
Partners In Education, the Toledo Area Cham-
ber of Commerce, the Local Initiatives Support
Corporation and the National Multiple Scle-
rosis Society to name but a few.

Although Bob is well known as an excellent
businessman and community oriented philan-
thropist, his true passion is his family. Always,
his wife and children are first in his mind and
heart and his pride in his family is evident. He
will surely receive many accolades upon his
retirement, as he has throughout his career,
both from his peers and the organizations he
supports, but none are so important as his
family and his place in it. In fact, he will tell
you that his family means everything to him.
Thus, though he leaves a storied career, it is
to his family that he retires.

The writer David Lawrence once wrote, ‘‘My
soul knows that I am part of the human race,
my soul is an organic part of the great human
race, as my spirit is part of my nation. In my
very own self, I am part of my family.’’ Per-
haps unconsciously, Bob Maxwell lived out
this thought. Professionally and civically, he
addresses his responsibility and his place in
the family of man. Personally, he carries forth
as a family man. Now as he leaves the work-
ing world, we wish Bob all the best in his re-
tirement. May he spend his days doing all that
he enjoys with those he loves.
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TRIBUTE TO ROYCE WISENBAKER

HON. RALPH M. HALL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in memory of a cherished East
Texan, Royce E. Wisenbaker of Tyler, Texas,
who passed away recently at the age of 84.
Royce was one of the region’s most gracious
patrons. He devoted a lifetime to helping oth-
ers in countless ways and through numerous
organizations, and he is truly missed by all
those who knew him.

Born on July 23, 1917, Royce grew up in
Mineola, where be graduated from high
school. From there he attended Texas A&M
University, earning a Bachelor of Science de-
gree in Agricultural Engineering and a Master
of Science in Sanitary Engineering. This was
the beginning of a long and active relationship
with the University that continued until his
death.

After graduation from college, he began
work for the State, serving as District Engineer
of the Northwest Texas Area. In 1942 he an-
swered the call to duty and entered the U.S.
Army, where he advanced to the rank of Lieu-
tenant Colonel. Royce served a total of five
years and fought in three theaters. He main-
tained his Army Reserve status and retired as
a full Colonel.

Upon completion of military service, Royce
formed an engineering partnership with Robert
Fix. Their company designed and supervised
construction of waterworks and sewerage
projects, streets, airports, industrial waste fa-
cilities, water reservoirs and other municipal
projects. The partnership lasted 38 years, until
Mr. Fix retired and the company was sold.
Throughout this time Royce also delved into
land development, waterworks, farming, and
oil and gas production. After the end of his en-
gineering partnership, he focused full-time on
these ventures.

During his long life, Royce consistently
worked to support his alma mater and had the
honor of serving on the Board of Regents of
Texas A&M for eighteen years. His building
downtown was always recognizable by the
large maroon and white Texas A&M flag flying
over it. Royce also served as president of the
University’s 12th Man Foundation and presi-
dent of the Association of Former Students—
the only person ever to have served as presi-
dent of both. He was the originator of the
President’s Endowed Scholarship Program
and personally endowed six scholarships. This
program now offers more than six-hundred
fully endowed scholarships and has been cop-
ied by other universities across the nation. He
also endowed similar scholarships at Austin
College in Sherman, Texas and at Tyler Junior
College. Royce supported Texas A&M’s fac-
ulty and research efforts as well. He endowed
a chair in the School of Engineering and two
Graduate Fellowships for the School of Engi-
neering, one of which was named in honor of
Fred Benson, his former professor and long-
time friend and associate. He was a very loyal
and supportive person—often referred to as
Texas’ largest contributor in the political arena
for local, state and national offices.

In addition to his professional responsibil-
ities and his service to Texas A&M, Royce
managed to contribute considerable time and

energy to numerous organizations in the Tyler
community. He served as governing board
member of Mother Frances Hospital, president
of the YMCA, member of the Shriners, director
of the Tyler Chamber of Commerce., a mem-
ber of the American Legion and Elks Lodge,
board member and president for seven years
of the East Texas Goodwill Industries, and
president of Smith County Youth Foundation.
He also was a director of the East Texas
Symphony, board member of the Texas Chest
Foundation, vice president of the East Texas
Area Council Boy Scouts, Elder and Deacon
of the First Presbyterian Church; board mem-
ber of Texas Presbyterian Foundation, presi-
dent of Tyler Catholic School Board, member
and secretary of Texas State Board of Health
Resources for twelve years and member of
the volunteer council at Rusk State Hospital.
He served on various boards of the University
of Texas at Tyler, Tyler Junior College and
Austin College. And the list goes on—for
Royce’s presence and contributions were evi-
dent in almost every worthy cause in his com-
munity.

Among his many recognitions include the
Distinguished Alumnus Award from Texas
A&M in 1973, the Commissioners Award from
Texas Health & Mental Retardation Commis-
sion in 1972, Silver Beaver award from Boy
Scouts in 1977, Rotary Club Award of Appre-
ciation in 1970, Outstanding Service Award
from National Association of Mental Health in
1974, Outstanding Humanitarian Award from
Citizens of Rusk in 1975 and Engineer of the
Year Award in 1981. In 1987 the Board of Re-
gents at Texas A&M designated the ‘‘Royce E.
Wisenbaker Engineering Research Center’’
building.

Royce is survived by his loving wife of 57
years, Clorinda ‘‘Petey’’ Wisenbaker; daugh-
ters Susan Spies, Paula Wisenant and Libby
Wallace; son Royce, three sisters, a sister-in-
law and eleven grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, Royce Wisenbaker made such
a difference in the lives of those who knew
him. He was truly an outstanding American
who leaves a remarkable legacy of accom-
plishments—and memories of a man devoted
to his family, friends and community. It is an
honor today to pay my last respects to this ex-
emplary community leader, beloved husband
and father, and friend—Royce E. Wisenbaker.

f

TRIBUTE TO STEPHEN E.
KAVANAGH CHIEF OF AETNA
HOSE, HOOK AND LADDER FIRE
COMPANY

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE
OF DELAWARE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great

pleasure that I rise today to honor and pay
tribute to a leader in the Delaware firefighting
community—the Chief of Aetna Hose, Hook
and Ladder Company in Newark, Delaware,
Stephen E. Kavanagh. Chief Kavanagh is a
courageous and dedicated leader whose per-
sonal mission is to protect and save the lives
of Delawareans. On behalf of myself and the
citizens of the First State, I would like to honor
Chief Kavanagh and congratulate him for
being selected by the Congressional Fire
Service Institute to appear in their annual
‘‘Protecting America’’ painting.

Stephen Kavanagh joined the Wilmington
Manor Fire Company in 1970, establishing for
himself a fine track record in advancing the
quality of fire and emergency services
throughout Delaware. In 1979, Steve moved to
the Aetna Hose, Hook and Ladder Company
of Newark, Delaware and it is here that he
really made his name. Having held a number
of officer positions in the Company, Steve
Kavanagh was elected Chief in 1999. Aetna
Hose, Hook and Fire Company is one of the
busiest fire companies in the State and lead-
ing this company is both a challenging and re-
warding task for Chief Kavanagh.

Chief Kavanagh has protected the residents
of Newark, Delaware through good times and
bad times. Throughout the tragic events of
September 11th, he was a pillar of strength
and a protector of safety in the community. He
calmed the fears of Delawareans and stood
resolute to help his state and his country in
any way he could.

In addition to the time he spends as Chief
of the Company, Steve is also a skilled crafts-
man who works on custom aircrafts for
Dassault Falcon Jet at the New Castle County
Airport. His family is of the upmost priority to
him and he and his wife Theresa have two
children and three grandchildren.

Chief Kavanagh makes daily sacrifices to
serve others in our community and his self-
lessness and commitment to service will have
a permanent place in Delaware’s fire service
history. The example Chief Kavanagh has set
for firefighters throughout Delaware is one we
hope all future firefighters will strive to emu-
late. His dedication to the protection of life is
truly commendable. It is for all these reasons
that he is being honored in the painting ‘‘Pro-
tecting America.’’ As Delaware’s Congress-
man, I would like to personally thank him for
a difficult job well done.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO SHERIFF
GARY CURE

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize an out-
standing individual who has dedicated the past
24 years of his life to serving and protecting
the citizens of Colorado. Sheriff Gary Cure of
the Jackson County Sheriff’s Office has, in his
many years of service, courageously and duti-
fully served his community, his state and his
country, and I am honored to pay tribute to
him today in front of this body of Congress.
After a long and successful career as one of
Colorado’s finest, Gary will be moving on to
take a position with the County Sheriffs of Col-
orado in Denver. Though I look forward to his
tenure in Denver, I, along with the many citi-
zens of Jackson County, will sorely miss his
hard work and dedication to the Jackson
County Sheriff’s Office.

Gary has been with the Jackson County
Sheriff’s Office since 1979, where he began
his tenure as undersheriff before being elected
sheriff in 1982—a post to which he has been
reelected ever since. As sheriff, Gary has
dedicated himself to the betterment of the
community and the department, not only
through his extraordinary law enforcement
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work, but also through his incredible ability to
raise funds for much needed improvements.
Prior to announcing his retirement, Gary an-
nounced that he had, at no cost, procured a
$30,000 file management system for the Sher-
iff’s Office. He was responsible for getting a
loan that enabled the county to install a 911
system, and subsequently procured an addi-
tional $50,000 grant to upgrade the system. In
addition, he was the chairman of the com-
mittee that obtained $3 million in grants to up-
grade the County Courthouse.

As sheriff, Gary did a marvelous job of walk-
ing the fine-line that all law enforcement offi-
cers must walk; as both a member and pro-
tector of the community. He will be sorely
missed by each and every person in the com-
munity, but his marvelous contributions will al-
ways remain.

Mr. Speaker, as a former law enforcement
officer, I am well aware of the dangers and
hazards our peace officers face today. Gary
Cure has dedicated his life to serving and pro-
tecting his fellow citizens, working long hours,
weekends, and holidays to guarantee their
safety and their freedoms, and it is with a
great deal of pride and respect that I bring his
career to the attention of this body of Con-
gress. Sheriff Gary Cure deserves the thanks
of a grateful nation for all of his hard work,
and I wish him all the best in his future en-
deavors.

f

EARTH DAY 2002

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize and celebrate the thirty-second an-
nual Earth Day, a global holiday that acknowl-
edges and emphasizes the importance of a
clean, healthy, and safe world. This spring ob-
servation provides the people of our nation
and those across the globe the opportunity to
renew our dedication to the protection and
preservation of our environment. We have a
shared responsibility to conserve our diverse
natural resources, and Earth Day allows us to
demonstrate our commitment to the environ-
ment.

While we have made significant progress
since the first Earth Day celebration in 1970,
we must continue our efforts to improve envi-
ronmental quality. The Earth Day activities
heighten awareness to the positive actions we
can take to improve our environment, both lo-
cally and globally. The annual observance al-
lows us the opportunity to applaud our
progress, but more importantly, it allows us to
renew our commitment to the continuing envi-
ronmental challenges facing our planet.

I would like to pay special tribute to my
many constituents who are so active in their
support of environmental causes. This is espe-
cially true during this month, with activities and
programs to mark Earth Day in Takoma Park,
Glen Echo, Potomac, Silver Spring, and
throughout the region.

I consider environmental protection to be a
national priority. I pledge to work with my col-
leagues in Congress to ensure the preserva-
tion of our natural resources and the protec-
tion of the public health. And on Earth Week,
as we also mark the birthday of William

Shakespeare, we recall his words, ‘‘to nature
none more bound.’’ We must preserve and
protect this treasure for future generations.
This year, as we celebrate Earth Day 2002, let
us reaffirm our commitment to a cleaner world.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. WILLIAM L. JENKINS
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I was not
present to cast my votes on rollcall Nos. 93,
94, and 95 on April 16, 2002. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall
93, 94, and 95.

f

ON THE SITUATION IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

HON. MICHAEL R. McNULTY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, as terrorist at-
tacks and homicide bombings continue to rav-
age Israel and her citizens, I call on the Ad-
ministration to express its unqualified support
for the only democracy in the Middle East, and
our most loyal supporter at the United Nations.

Two weeks ago, I stood with members of
the United Jewish Federation of Northeastern
New York and Rabbis from across the Capital
Region of New York State, and recounted the
horrible story of a March terrorist attack that
ripped through the heart of an Albany family—
by stealing the life of Avia Malka, a nine-
month old infant visiting Netanya, Israel on the
joyous occasion of a family wedding. An
armed homicide bomber walked into the lobby
of the family’s hotel, began shooting, and then
detonated his device. The infant Avia was shot
in the head, struck by shrapnel, and killed. Her
father remains in the hospital and still cannot
walk.

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disappointed with
the contradictory statements made by our
President in recent weeks, and I totally dis-
agree with our vote at the U.N. asking Israel
to retreat from its pursuit of Palestinian terror-
ists. For the President to embrace such a pol-
icy is completely contradictory to the principles
of our own international war against terrorism.

In 1947, the United Nations General Assem-
bly recommended partitioning the British man-
date called Palestine into two states, a 5,500
square-mile Jewish state, and a 4,500 square-
mile Arab state, and a ‘‘corpus separatum’’
international zone around the holy city of Jeru-
salem.

Jews accepted the partition plan but the
Arabs did not. Israel unilaterally declared its
independence in May 1948, and the Arab
states attacked the new state. Therefore, the
Palestinians could have had their own state in
1947, but rejected it.

In 2000, former Israeli Prime Minister Barak
offered a peace agreement, which included
not only further land transfers, but also nearly
all that Chairman Arafat requested—and
Arafat and the Palestinians rejected that offer,
too.

In addition, the first three wars against Israel
(1948, 1956, and 1967) all occurred when the

West Bank was in Arab hands. On January 1,
1965, Fatah, the main branch of Arafat’s orga-
nization, launched the first terrorist attack on
Israel—all within the 1967 borders.

Last year, Faisal Husseini, a ‘‘moderate’’
within Arafat’s leadership, offered the following
response when asked whether the Palestinian
goal is still the elimination of the State of
Israel: ‘‘If you are asking me as a Pan-Arab
nationalist what are the Palestinian borders
. . . I will immediately reply, ‘From the river
Jordan to the Mediterranean sea.’’ ’

Mr. Speaker, arguing that ‘returning’ these
lands would ensure peace is simply ignoring
history!

Israeli citizens have lived with terrorism
since the founding of their country in 1948,
and have had to fight five wars just to survive.
It is past time for all civilized countries to sup-
port the right of Israel to exist, and to de-
nounce in unambiguous terms the terrorists
who block the road toward peace in the re-
gion.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH
MOORE

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with pro-

found sadness that I pay tribute today to Eliza-
beth Moore, an incredible woman who recently
passed away, but whose dedication to the
people and animals in her community was
both extraordinary and inspirational. Elizabeth
selflessly gave her time and energy to her
community through her intense love of all liv-
ing creatures, and was a woman of unques-
tioned integrity and of unparalleled morality.
She will be sorely missed by each and every
person whose life she touched, and as her
family mourns her loss, I believe it is appro-
priate to remember Elizabeth and pay tribute
to her for her incredible contributions to her
city, and her state.

Elizabeth and her husband John first came
to Colorado’s San Luis Valley in 1995 after
riding on the Cumbres & Toltec Scenic Rail-
road. They decided to make the beautiful val-
ley their home, and immediately embarked
upon a mission to make it a better place for
all to live—even the animals. After arriving in
the San Luis Valley, Elizabeth served as the
President of the Humane League, dedicating
her time to organizing fundraisers for spay and
neuter clinics and finding homes for stray cats
and dogs. She had a strong conviction that
the best way to help the plight of animals in
the community was to control the population
by spaying and neutering. Her efforts were
critical in procuring funds from the Max Fund
to assist with low-cost spay/neuter clinics in
the community. In addition, she loved the out-
doors, and had climbed most of Colorado’s
highest peaks, inspiring her husband to take
up the sport as well. Elizabeth’s extraordinary
selflessness and dedication to all living things
will be sorely missed by everyone that knew
her, and by all that benefited from her incred-
ible deeds.

Mr. Speaker, we are all terribly saddened by
the loss of Elizabeth Moore, but take comfort
in the knowledge that our grief is over-
shadowed only by the legacy of courage, self-
lessness and love that she left with all of us.
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Elizabeth Moore’s life is the very embodiment
of all that makes this country great, and I am
deeply honored to be able to bring her life to
the attention of this body of Congress.

f

INTRODUCTION OF DUTY REDUC-
TION AND SUSPENSION LEGISLA-
TION

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE
OF DELAWARE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce several duty reduction and suspension
bills for colorants used in ink-jet printers, in
addition to materials used in the production of
environmentally sensitive herbicides and in-
secticides that improve the quality of our lives.

These duty suspension bills lower the cost
of producing these products thereby lowering
the cost to consumers and helping U.S. indus-
tries compete in the global marketplace. When
American companies make the active ingredi-
ents for these colorants and chemicals, there
is a proper role for duties to exist. However,
when the active ingredients are only made by
foreign companies, we needlessly increase
product costs for American consumers by im-
posing duties on their importation. By intro-
ducing these bills, I am triggering a careful re-
view of these proposals by the House Ways
and Means Committee and the International
Trade Commission to make sure there are no
domestic producers of these active ingredients
so no U.S. jobs will be negatively affected. In
fact, these duty suspensions will make U.S.
products more competitive, thus creating jobs
in the U.S.

Mr. Speaker, let me take this opportunity to
highlight the beneficial uses of the final prod-
ucts these chemicals will produce. NMSDA is
used to produce a herbicide for broadleaf
weed control in corn. This environmentally
sound herbicide is within the margins of safety
to mammalian, avian, and aquatic organisms.
R118118 Salt is used to produce a
postemergence soybean herbicide.
Postemergence herbicides have the advan-
tage of low application rates. The herbicide is
only needed if weeds emerge around the
sugar beets. Many other herbicides must be
applied ahead of time to prevent weeds from
developing regardless of whether they would
have emerged naturally, needlessly intro-
ducing toxins into the environment.
Thiamethoxam Technical is used in production
of a neonicotinoid insecticide that targets
‘‘sucking and chewing pests,’’ that are harder
to target, without causing harm to the crops.
Prodiamine Technical is used in production of
an environmentally sound herbicide used in
vegetation management control. Finally,
Flauzinam 500 F formulated product is used to
control plant diseases on peanuts and pota-
toes. It has an environmentally sound profile
that is particularly well suited for resistance
management programs.

The ink-jet printer colorants are beneficial to
the American consumer. These colorants are
specially formulated for enhanced quality, spe-
cially designed characteristics include im-
proved wet-fastness on plain paper, improved
opearability, higher chroma than the current
industry standard and high humid-fastness to
reduce bleed and hue change. These

colorants are widely used in the small and
home office settings, as well as in
photorealistic printing. It is essential we give
the America consumers both choice and qual-
ity.

Duty suspension bills often pass with uni-
versal bipartisan support because they are
common sense for consumers, for the environ-
ment, and for enhancing the competitiveness
of our domestic industries. I urge support for
these proposals after the appropriate commit-
tees and agencies have thoroughly vetted
these measures.

f

HONORING THE ROCKVILLE
SENIOR CENTER

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize and honor the 20th anniversary of
the Rockville Senior Center. For two decades,
the Rockville Senior Center has created op-
portunities for mature adults in Rockville, MD,
to live healthy, happy, active lives.

Serving more than 1,700 members, the
Rockville Senior Center offers opportunities for
seniors to achieve independence and self-suf-
ficiency through a network of education, infor-
mation programs, and active participation. A
wide variety of classes and recreational activi-
ties enrich and support the lives of the mem-
bership. In addition, a number of important so-
cial services are provided, such as health clin-
ics and health insurance counseling.

The vibrant community of the Rockville Sen-
ior Center is the focal point for many pro-
grams, activities, and services. The organiza-
tion continues to offer a full complement of
services to meet the needs of senior adults. In
many ways, the Rockville Senior Center is a
second home and a second family to many of
these seniors.

I am particularly proud to recognize the 32
members who first joined the nurturing com-
munity that is the Rockville Senior Center at
the very beginning, 20 years ago. They have
seen many changes, but one thing has not
changed in all these years—the commitment
and the level of service provided to the mem-
bership.

So, Mr. Speaker, I join with the entire com-
munity in offering my best wishes and con-
gratulations to the Rockville Senior Center on
this considerable milestone.

f

COMMEMORATING SAM L. ERVIN,
HEALTHCARE PIONEER

HON. STEPHEN HORN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize the long and distinguished career of
Sam L. Ervin, a pioneer in the development of
innovative and cost effective programs that
enhance the quality of life for older and dis-
abled adults.

Mr. Ervin was the founding executive office
of the original Senior Care Action Network
(SCAN), a social health maintenance organi-

zation in Long Beach, CA. SCAN was se-
lected by the then Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration in 1982 to be one of four dem-
onstration sites for the Social HMO program.
The Social HMO expands comprehensive
HMO benefits to include community-based
long-term care and some nursing home care.

Today, he is the chairman and chief execu-
tive officer of SCAN, serving more than 50,000
members in four southern California counties.
Since its inception, SCAN has made a unique
and significant contribution to seniors’ ability to
remain healthy, independent and in control of
where they live and how they live.

I have introduced H.R. 2953, the Coordi-
nated Community Care Act of 2001 to make
Social HMOs a permanent part of the Medi-
care + Choice program. I am proud to do so
and to recognize Sam Ervin for his contribu-
tions to the improved quality of life for thou-
sands of seniors.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO MAE
SCHULER

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to

take this opportunity to honor a woman whose
passion for life and whose incredible human
spirit is an inspiration to us all. Mae Schuler,
a Grand Junction, Colorado resident, recently
passed an impressive milestone, celebrating
her one-hundredth birthday with a gathering of
her friends and family. I am truly honored to
be able to bring the life of such a strong and
extraordinary woman to the attention of this
body of Congress and this nation.

Mae was born the youngest of eight children
on March 7, 1902 on a farm in Ontario, Can-
ada. At the age of nineteen, she moved to De-
troit, where her sister lived, and met her hus-
band Clarence. While living in Detroit, Clar-
ence went to work selling cars, while Mae
raised their baby girl, Jeanne. They survived
the Depression by scraping by on the wages
that Clarence was able to earn at the local
gas station, since people were unable to af-
ford to buy new cars. After Clarence retired in
1968, the couple moved to Palm Beach, Flor-
ida, where Mae remained active in the church,
participated in a number of crafts groups and
grew to love shuffleboard. Seven years and
one day after moving to Florida, Clarence
passed away peacefully in his sleep. Mae
made the best she could of it, choosing to go
on with her life and live it with the same vigor
and energy that she had always lived it.

After living in Florida for another 30 years,
Mae moved to Grand Junction in 1998 in
order to be closer to her daughter, Jeanne. At
100 years of age, Mae is still going strong. As
chronicled in her local newspaper, the Grand
Junction Sentinel, she is exceptionally active,
both mentally and physically, and still enjoys
life to the fullest. She takes time to read to
those who can’t see as well, knits caps and
washcloths for friends, bakes cookies for
those who are sick, types personal notes on
her old Smith-Corona typewriter, and most im-
portantly, loves to play bingo. She is truly a re-
markable woman, who has lived quite a re-
markable life.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I
bring to the attention of this body of Congress,
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the life and spirit of such an extraordinary
woman, who has always managed to brighten
and invigorate the lives of those around her.
Mae Schuler is truly an inspiration to all of us,
and I, along with the many people whose lives
she has touched, am honored to recognize
her tremendous accomplishment in reaching
her one-hundredth birthday, and more impor-
tantly, her passion for life and indomitable
human spirit.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MARK FOLEY
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to inform
you that yesterday I inadvertently misvoted on
rollcall No. 97 on final passage of H.R. 476,
the Child Custody Protection Act. I have sup-
ported this legislation in the past and continue
to do so and my intention was to vote in sup-
port of it yesterday. I did not realize until after
the voting had closed that I had mistakenly
voted otherwise. I regret any confusion this
may have caused and want the RECORD to re-
flect my support for H.R. 476.

f

INTRODUCING LEGISLATION ON
PULMONARY HYPERTENSION

HON. KEVIN BRADY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased today to introduce a concurrent reso-
lution in the House aimed at increasing aware-
ness of the disease pulmonary hypertension.
PH is a rare disorder of the lung in which the
pressure in the pulmonary artery (the blood
vessel that leads from the heart to the lungs)
and the hundreds of tiny blood vessels that
branch off from it rises above normal levels
and may become life threatening.

Symptoms of pulmonary hypertension in-
clude shortness of breath with minimal exer-
tion, fatigue, chest pain, dizzy spells and faint-
ing. When PH occurs in the absence of a
known cause, it is referred to as primary pul-
monary hypertension (PPH). This term should
not be construed to mean that because it has
a single name it is a single disease. There are
likely many unknown causes of PPH.

Secondary pulmonary hypertension (SPH)
means the cause of the disease is known.
Common causes of SPH are the breathing
disorders emphysema and bronchitis. Other
less frequent causes are scleroderma, CREST
syndrome and systemic lupus. In addition, the
use of diet drugs can lead to the disease.

Unfortunately, PH is frequently
misdiagnosed and often progresses to late
stage by the time it is detected. Although PH
is chronic and incurable with a poor survival
rate, new treatments are providing a signifi-
cantly improved quality of life for patients. Re-
cent data indicates that the length of survival
is continuing to improve, with some patients
able to manage the disorder for 20 years or
longer.

A close friend and constituent of mine, Mr.
Jack Stibbs, has a daughter who is battling

this difficult disease. Emily Stibbs has touched
many people with her courage and strength at
such a young age. I am pleased to introduce
this resolution today to raise awareness in the
House and throughout the country about PH.
The resolution highlights the need for in-
creased federal investments in biomedical re-
search, and public and professional aware-
ness programs focused on the disease. I en-
courage my colleagues to join me in the fight
against pulmonary hypertension by cospon-
soring this resolution.

f

CONGRATULATING THE TOWN OF
WINDSOR, VIRGINIA, ON THEIR
CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION

HON. J. RANDY FORBES
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate the town of Windsor in Isle of
Wight County, in the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, which is celebrating its centennial this
year.

Originally discovered in the 17th Century by
early settlers, Windsor served as an important
route for mail and trade throughout America’s
early colonial days. One cannot separate
Windsor’s history from America’s history.

On April 11, 1902, Windsor was granted its
charter from the Virginia General Assembly.
Since then, Windsor has grown with the times
while never forgetting its rich history and small
town charm.

Today, Windsor, Virginia, is a culturally and
economically diverse community. With its sta-
tus as one of the best places to live in Virginia
and continued high standard of living and edu-
cation, Windsor is a community that residents
can be proud to call home.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all of my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating Windsor
during its centennial year as the citizens of
Windsor begin an exciting new century.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO DR. RONALD
ROBINSON

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to pay tribute to Dr. Ron-
ald Robinson and thank him for his extraor-
dinary contributions to the University of South-
ern Colorado, his alma mater, and to the pe-
troleum-engineering field, to which he has
contributed so much. Since graduating from
the University of Southern Colorado, Dr. Rob-
inson has become one of the preeminent
thinkers and innovators in his field, advancing
and overseeing technologies that contribute to
making each and every one of our lives better.
His remarkable accomplishments are sur-
passed only by the level of integrity and hon-
esty with which he has conducted himself
each and every day, a trait we have come to
expect from graduates of the University of
Southern Colorado, but one that Dr. Robinson
embodies so well. As we celebrate his tremen-
dous accomplishment of receiving the Alumni

Achievement Award, let it be known that I,
along with the people of Colorado and this na-
tion, applaud his efforts, and are eternally
grateful for all that he has accomplished in his
distinguished career.

Always the consummate academic, Dr. Rob-
inson graduated from Southern Colorado State
College (now the University of Southern Colo-
rado) in 1968, with a degree in math and
physics, and then went on to earn his masters
in physics from Baylor University, and finally
his doctoral degree in petroleum engineering
from Texas A&M University. After earning his
doctoral degree, Dr. Robinson embarked upon
an impressive career in the petroleum engi-
neering industry, emerging time and again as
a leader and innovator in the field. In 1996, he
was named President of Texaco Technology,
where he was responsible for all of Texaco’s
research, development, engineering, informa-
tion technology and technical applications
throughout the world. While at Texaco, he
managed a total operating budget of over
$450 million a year, as well as an investment
portfolio of almost $500 million.

As a testament to his expertise and intellect,
in 2001, Dr. Robinson became professor and
department head of the Albert B. Stevens En-
dowed Chair in the Harold Vance Department
of Petroleum Engineering at Texas A&M Uni-
versity. He was recently named Chairman of
the Board of Verdisys, a provider of satellite
broadband infrastructure for energy and rural
enterprises, and is a director of the Global Pe-
troleum Research Institute and the Network of
Excellence in Training. In addition, he is the
Chairman, CEO and President of UniPure,
Corp., an energy company that develops proc-
ess technologies for the oil industry. Perhaps
most importantly, he has three children, Kevin,
Kyle and Kurt, with his wife Bonnie Lynn Mar-
tin.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Dr. Ronald Rob-
inson is a man of unparalleled talent, dedica-
tion, and intellect, who has, throughout his ca-
reer, reached extraordinary heights and
achieved incredible things. He has proven
himself to be among the best in his field, and
it is a great honor to be able to bring his many
accomplishments to the attention of this body
of Congress. It is my privilege to extend to him
my sincere congratulations on receiving the
Alumni Achievement Award from the Univer-
sity of Southern Colorado, and wish him all
the best in his multitude of endeavors.

f

RESPECT NATIVE AMERICAN
SACRED SITES

HON. BRAD CARSON
OF OKLAHOMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
Native American sacred sites usually don’t
have white-washed siding, a high steeple, or a
loud bell. Often they are part of the world
around us—a mountain, valley, river, or even
a tree but they deserve to be respected and
protected as much as any traditional church.

Native Americans have always respected
and honored the land, water, and air from
which we receive so much. Oral history
passed from generation to generation will ex-
plain to a tribe where they came from and the
journey taken to arrive.
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Across the country, Native American sacred

sites are being threatened with destruction
and few options exist to halt the damage.
Over the years Congress has enacted laws to
‘‘consult’’ with Indian tribes about sacred
areas, and to ‘‘accommodate’’ Indian religious
ceremonies.

The problem is that we have thousands of
sacred sites on public lands all across this na-
tion and no firm process to disallow certain ac-
tivities that will harm or destroy the site. We
need to find a way to protect the sacred sites
while permitting needed growth and energy
development to continue. I know we can find
the right balance.

f

RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS
OF NALEO ON ITS 25TH ANNI-
VERSARY

HON. HILDA L. SOLIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the National Association of Latino Elect-
ed and Appointed Officials (NALEO) as it cele-
brates its 25th year of working towards
strengthening the participation of all Latinos in
our great democracy.

Founded in 1976, NALEO was established
as a non-profit, non-partisan membership or-
ganization of the nation’s Latino elected and
appointed officials. Later in 1981, NALEO
Education Fund was instituted to politically
empower the greater Latino community. Be-
cause of such efforts, NALEO has significantly
contributed to the sizeable increase of Latino
elected officials over the past couple decades.
Today, NALEO is well recognized as the lead-
ing nationwide organization of Latino political
empowerment.

I especially applaud the efforts of the
NALEO Education Fund, which conducts a se-
ries of programs geared towards integrating
Latino immigrants into American society, de-
veloping future leaders among Latino youth,
providing assistance and training to the na-
tion’s Latino elected and appointed officials,
and conducting research on issues important
to the Latino community.

I would like to congratulate Arturo Vargas,
Executive Director of NALEO for his excellent
leadership. I have long supported NALEO and
the NALEO Education Fund and offer my sin-
cerest congratulations on a very successful 25
years.

f

CONGRATULATING LOUISIANA’S
CRAIG PERKS ON PGA PLAYERS
CHAMPIONSHIP WIN

HON. CHRISTOPHER JOHN
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. JOHN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to com-
mend Craig Perks, 2002 winner of the PGA
Players Championship. Craig and his family
are residents of my congressional district in
Southwest Louisiana and our community takes
great pride in his outstanding accomplish-
ments.

Craig is living proof that hard work and per-
severance do bring reward. He has given 110

percent effort to his pursuits since coming to
this country from Palmerston North, New Zea-
land in 1985. His adopted home quickly be-
came South Louisiana, where he and his wife
Maureen—a Broussard, Louisiana native—live
with their two young children.

An All-American golfer at the University of
Louisiana at Lafayette, Craig has continued to
give back to the Lafayette community after
graduation. As an assistant professional at Le
Triomphe Golf Club in Lafayette, he worked
on his game while coordinating tournaments
and instructing beginning golfers. Now, as a
professional in the spotlight, he continues to
set an example of sportsmanship and make
his chosen home proud.

Craig is an inspiration to golfers not only in
my district, but around the world. From Palm-
erston North, New Zealand to South Lou-
isiana, his efforts have succeeded in pro-
moting and opening the doors of opportunity
for ‘‘Cajun Golfers’’ everywhere. I congratulate
Craig on his first PGA Tour win. I have no
doubt that South Louisiana will continue to fol-
low the rise of our ‘‘adopted son’’ and applaud
his efforts in the years to come.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE DENNIS FLORES

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize the leader-
ship of a member of the Pueblo community
who has had an immeasurable effect on the
lives of those he has touched. Dennis Flores
has spent a lifetime committed to serving his
country and the community of Pueblo, Colo-
rado. To reward his efforts, his alma mater,
the University of Southern Colorado, has re-
cently bestowed upon him the high honor of
Outstanding Alumnus. As Dennis accepts this
honor, I would like to commend him on the
diligence and commitment he has shown to
his community and fellow Coloradans to
achieve this recognition. He is a generous
soul and I am honored to pay tribute to him
before this body of Congress, and this nation.

Before Dennis entered college, he served
this nation as a member of the U.S. Army Se-
curity Agency. With the rating of a top-secret
crypto clearance, he served with distinction in
Vietnam, receiving both Vietnam Campaign
Medals for his outstanding service. After re-
turning to Pueblo, he enrolled at the University
of Southern Colorado and graduated with a
degree in business management. It was at this
time he began to work for SCA Insurance as
an insurance agent trainee, and amazingly
has continued with the same organization for
over thirty years. Today, under his leadership
as Senior Vice President and principal, the
company serves as a model agency and busi-
ness in the community.

Desiring to further serve his community,
Dennis volunteers much of his time and efforts
to improving the lives of his fellow residents.
He has been a pioneer in developing pro-
grams to enhance the Latino community and
has served as President of the Latino Cham-
ber of Commerce. Dennis has been instru-
mental in establishing the Pueblo Hispanic
Education Foundation to help Latino students
afford education and is credited with being an

instrumental part in the creation of the El
Pueblo Inter-Development Corporation, an in-
novative loan program created for small busi-
nesses. As a result of his dedicated leader-
ship, Dennis has been elected to and served
on the board of the Pueblo School District for
over eight years. With his help and dedication
to improving education, District 60 has been
nationally recognized in reading reform, edu-
cational assessment, and accountability.

Mr. Speaker, it is an incredible honor to rep-
resent such a distinguished man as Dennis
Flores and be able to bring his achievements
to the attention of this body of Congress, and
this nation. His generosity, success, and serv-
ice to his fellow Coloradans serves as a model
example of giving back to the community and
I would again like to thank him for all that he
has done for Pueblo and Colorado. Thanks for
all your efforts Dennis and good luck in your
future endeavors.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. STEPHANIE TUBBS JONES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I was
unable to return to Congress on Tuesday,
April 16, 2002, Wednesday, April 17, 2002,
and Thursday, April 18, 2002 due to a death
in my family. I request an excused absence
for these days. Had I been present, the record
would reflect that I would have voted:

On rollcall No. 96, H.R. 476, Motion to re-
commit with instructions, ‘‘Yea’’.

On rollcall No. 97, H.R. 476, on passage,
‘‘No’’.

On rollcall No. 98, on approving the journal,
‘‘Yea’’.

f

5TH ANNIVERSARY OF MING PAO
DAILY NEWS

HON. NYDIA M. VELÁZQUEZ
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to rise today to commemorate the 5th
Anniversary of the Ming Pao Daily News, a
source of information to the Chinatown com-
munity in New York’s 12th district and to Chi-
nese Americans in major cities across the
country.

Ming Pao Dally News provided vital cov-
erage of the September 11 terrorist attacks,
the aftermath of which deeply affected China-
town. In addition, the newspaper covered
other news of interest to the Chinese Amer-
ican community, including the democratic elec-
tions in Taiwan last December.

Ming Pao not only produces news of inter-
est, it is thoroughly committed to improving the
community. Through charity fundraising, edu-
cational seminars, and sponsorships of cul-
tural events, the newspaper is dedicated to
showcasing the best the community has to
offer.

I am pleased to mark Ming Pao’s five years
this month. I wish the organization the best of
luck and success for many more years.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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ANTARCTIC ICE SHELF
COLLAPSES INTO SEA

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, on March 19,
scientists reported the collapse of a 12,000
year old ice sheet in Antarctica. A piece of ice
the size of Rhode Island breaking off of Ant-
arctica is amazing enough but the realization
that it took only 35 days—a nanosecond in
glacial time—for the disintegration of some-
thing of this magnitude should give us pause.
Whether or not the collapse is related to glob-
al warming, this event should be a cautionary
lesson to us all. We tend to look back on geo-
logic history and see gradual trends but this
reflects more the averaging of time than the
reality of past conditions. Rapid climatic
changes have occurred in the past; we should
expect them in the future. We may have just
witnessed an event that scientists of the future
will look back on as the first sign of a rapid
warming period of the 21st Century. As we
contemplate the demise of the Larsen B ice
sheet, we should also consider our assump-
tions about our ability to adapt to climate
change. Gradual warming might allow us to
adjust but we have no guarantee that Mother
Nature will allow us the luxury of time.

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 20, 2002]
ANTARCTIC ICE SHELF COLLAPSES INTO SEA

(By Eric Pianin)
An Antarctic ice shelf the size of Rhode Is-

land recently shattered and collapsed into
the sea after an unusual warming period,
stunning some scientists who said they had
never seen such a large loss of ice mass in
the remote Antarctic Peninsula.

The disintegration of the ice shelf—1,260
square miles in area and 650 feet thick—was
most alarming to some because of the ex-
traordinary rapidity of the collapse. The
shelf is believed to have existed for as long
as 12,000 years before regional temperatures
began to rise, yet it disintegrated literally
before scientists’ eyes over a 35-day period
that began Jan. 31.

‘‘We knew that it would collapse eventu-
ally, but the speed of it is staggering,’’ said
David Vaughan, a glaciologist with the Brit-
ish Antarctic Survey, which announced the
event yesterday in London and released vivid
video images of the breakup.

Researchers and scientists who study the
Antarctic Peninsula cautioned that there
was little evidence to directly link the ice
shelf collapse to the effects of global warm-
ing, which is induced by carbon dioxide and
other man-made ‘‘greenhouse’’ gases. Rath-
er, they are blaming a localized warming pe-
riod that allowed melt water to seep into
cracks and trigger massive fracturing of the
ice when temperatures dropped.

‘‘What we see is climate warming region-
ally,’’ said Ted Scambos, a researcher with
the National Snow and Ice Data Center at
the University of Colorado in Boulder. ‘‘Ice
shelves that have been there for centuries,
maybe thousands of years, are responding to
climate they haven’t seen in the past. Very
quickly they shatter.’’

But some scientists, including Princeton
University geoscience professor Michael
Oppenheimer, believe that more sophisti-
cated and localized global warming models
eventually will show a direct relationship
between Earth’s rising temperatures and the
vanishing ice shelves.

‘‘Ascribing a temperature trend in a small
region like that to the broader global trend
is difficult,’’ said Oppenheimer, one of the
hundreds of scientists who helped research a
seminal United Nations-sponsored report on
global warming. ‘‘Nevertheless, the collapse
of the ice shelf in my opinion can be par-
tially ascribed to human-induced climate
change.’’

Experts said the loss of the ice shelf will
not result in a rise in sea level because the
ice was already floating. One of the most sig-
nificant predicted results of global warming
is a rise in sea level as ice on land melts.

Ice shelves are thick plates, fed by gla-
ciers, that float in the ocean around much of
Antarctica. In recent months, with the polar
summer just beginning, temperatures were
already creeping above freezing in the penin-
sula region. Scientists said there has also
been a 50-year warming trend in the penin-
sula, averaging approximately 0.5 degrees
Celsius per decade, which is considered a sen-
sitive, early indicator of global climate
change.

But the overall climate picture in the pe-
ninsula, nearest to southern Argentina and
Chile, is complicated and hard to generalize.
Glaciers elsewhere on the continent are both
thickening and thinning as temperatures
show conflicting climate trends. In January,
for example, researcher Peter Doran said sci-
entists working in the McMurdo Dry Valleys
of eastern Antarctica have found tempera-
tures dropping since 1986.

The Larsen B ice shelf, as it was called, lo-
cated on the eastern side of the peninsula,
collapsed into a plume of small icebergs and
fragments. The amount of ice released in a
month’s time was enough to fill 29 trillion
five-pound bags. The collapse was first de-
tected on satellite images this month by the
National Snow and Ice Data Center. A Brit-
ish research vessel, the RRS James Clark
Ross, was in the area just as the event was
occurring and provided vivid images of the
vanishing ice from the ocean’s surface.

It was the largest single event in a series
of retreats by ice shelves in the peninsula
over the past three decades. ‘‘We’re all sim-
ply astounded by the uniqueness of the
event,’’ said Christina Hulbe, a geology pro-
fessor at Portland State University in Or-
egon who collaborated on research into Ant-
arctica’s breaking ice.

Some environmental groups seized on the
breakup to renew their plea to President
Bush to take more aggressive action to re-
duce emissions that contribute to global
warming. Bush has disavowed the Kyoto
global warming treaty concluded last No-
vember by Japan, European countries and
Russia, which would force deep cuts in car-
bon dioxide emissions. Instead he recently
announced proposals to encourage industry
to reduce emissions voluntarily.

‘‘This stunning development warns of the
dangers of governments doing too little to
halt global warming,’’ said Lara Hansen, a
climate scientist for the World Wildlife
Fund. ‘‘The visibility and sheer scale of what
is happening in Antarctica should provide a
wake-up call to policymakers worldwide.’’

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO RITA
BARRERAS

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize the efforts of
a woman who has devoted her life’s work to

improving the lives of children, the elderly, and
the disabled in the State of Colorado. Rita
Barreras has taken tremendous strides in the
social services field and has proven herself a
dedicated leader in her profession. For her
service to others, she was recently honored by
her alma mater, the University of Southern
Colorado, as Outstanding Alumnus. It is my
honor to bring the accomplishments of such
an astounding provider of care and service be-
fore this body of Congress, and this nation.

Rita is currently the Director of the Division
of Aging and Adult Services for the Colorado
Department of Human Services in Denver. In
this position, she provides the leadership and
vision for sixty-three social service county de-
partments. After twenty-five years in the field,
Rita is known as a respected administrator
and dedicated care provider. She is credited
with many innovative policies that have
changed the lives of the elderly and aging, as
well as their families throughout Colorado. A
1974 graduate of the University of Southern
Colorado, Rita attributes much of her success
and her approach to her profession to her ex-
perience and education at USC.

Rita has long been an active member of the
community, and has gone to great lengths to
improve the lives of her fellow Coloradans.
She serves as a Board Member of Metro Den-
ver Hospice, the Denver Foundation, and the
Colorado Hispana Leadership Council. She
also serves as an advocate for the United
Way, the Metro Denver Homeless Initiative,
and the American Diabetes Association. As a
member and leader of these groups, Rita has
been a driving force in developing and achiev-
ing worthy and often difficult goals for the or-
ganizations.

Through her professional success and her
unfaltering efforts to help others, Rita has be-
come a model citizen of the Hispanic commu-
nity and the broader Colorado community. She
has been well rewarded over the years, most
notably in 1993 when she was a nominee for
the Denver YWCA’s Women’s Achievement
Award, where she was invited to attend and
organize the Colorado Delegation for the
White House Conference on Aging. In addi-
tion, in 1995, the AARP honored Rita with the
Partnership Award for her successes in pro-
viding care to the aging.

Mr. Speaker, it is a great honor today to
bring the accomplishments of Rita Barreras
before this body of Congress, and this nation.
Rita embodies the extraordinary spirit of serv-
ice and dedication in this country, and it brings
me great pride and joy to bring her efforts to
your attention today. Thank you for all of your
efforts in improving our lives and community,
Rita. Good luck, and congratulations on your
recent achievement.

f

TRIBUTE TO MRS. HELEN
FREDERICK

HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to Mrs. Helen Frederick of Flor-
ence, South Carolina. Retiring after thirty
years of service, Mrs. Frederick is being rec-
ognized for the contributions she has made to
the higher education community in the State of
South Carolina.
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Mrs. Frederick began her career in 1957 as

Secretary to the Registrar at Lander Univer-
sity. In 1960, she began working part-time in
order to raise her children. Over the next thir-
teen years, she divided her time between fam-
ily and career; and in 1973 she rejoined
Lander’s full-time staff. Less than ten years
later, in 1981, Mrs. Frederick was promoted to
Assistant to the President and Director of
Alumni Relations. In addition to the duties she
encountered with these new positions, Mrs.
Frederick also coordinated the activities of the
thirty-six member Lander Board of Visitors.

In 1984, Mrs. Frederick moved to Florence
to join the staff of Florence-Darlington Tech-
nical College (FDTC) as Executive Assistant
to the President. She served FDTC’s Commis-
sioners with an unbridled enthusiasm that se-
cured her tenure through the leadership of five
different Presidents of FDTC. Mrs. Frederick’s
dedication earned her the title of Director of
External Relations in 1994. With this pro-
motion she had oversight over all of FDTC’s
Public Relations, Marketing, FDTC Education
Foundation, Alumni Relations, and Print Shop.
After these many years of service, Mrs. Fred-
erick is entering a well-deserved retirement,
and looks forward to spending more time with
her husband and their five grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you and my col-
leagues join me in honoring Mrs. Helen Fred-
erick, an outstanding South Carolinian whose
dedication to helping those in higher education
has touched the lives of countless students
and a number of administrative staffs. I con-
gratulate her on her retirement and wish her
good luck and Godspeed.

f

INTRODUCTION OF H. RES. l

HON. LYNN N. RIVERS
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H. Res. l, commending the
NephCure Foundation headquartered in Ann
Arbor, Michigan for establishing National Kid-
ney Cure Week in the first week of October
and encouraging the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to make more information on
kidney diseases available to the public.

Today, chronic kidney disease affects 2.5
million Americans. The U.S. Surgeon General
has designated kidney disease as a focus
area of the Healthy People 2010 campaign.
The incidence of glomerular diseases, which
attack the filtering mechanisms of the kidiley,
is increasing rapidly in the US. These dis-
eases typically strike children from sixteen
months to four years of age and often are dif-
ficult to diagnosis and treat. In their most se-
vere form, glomerular diseases can lead to
end stage renal disease—near or complete
kidney failure requiring dialysis treatments or
even kidney transplants. Sadly, even after a
patient finds a donor, undergoes surgery, and
receives a transplant, the disease can recur.

Glomerular diseases impact more than the
patients and families directly affected—the
economic costs associated with care, treat-
ment, and loss of productivity are staggering.
In order to raise public awareness and im-
prove diagnosis and treatment of glomerular
diseases, I am introducing this resolution com-
mending NephCure Foundation for designating

the first week of October as National Kidney
Cure Week and encouraging the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to make more in-
formation available to the public concerning
kidney diseases.

While treating kidney diseases effectively re-
mains a challenge, there is potential for sub-
stantial scientific progress toward finding
cures. Researchers at the National Institutes
of Health are beginning clinical trials, with the
goal of discovering new and innovative thera-
pies for patients suffering from various kidney
diseases.

National Kidney Cure Week activities will
help develop public and private partnerships,
encourage competency among health care
providers, and promote health education and
training. There are many national and regional
organizations that will greatly contribute to and
benefit from such partnerships: the NephCare
Foundation, American Association of Kidney
Patients, American Kidney Fund, American
Society of Pediatric Nephrology, American So-
ciety of Nephrology, Association of Nephrology
Nurses, the National Kidney Foundation, the
PKD Foundation, and numerous other private
foundations, universities, and hospitals.

Events held in connection with National Kid-
ney Cure Week could lead to improved diag-
nosis, acute treatment, and disease manage-
ment for Americans who are susceptible to
kidney disease. The Secretary of Health and
Human Services also could greatly improve
awareness and treatment by strengthening
kidney disease public education efforts. I am
happy to support these efforts and to com-
mend the NephCure Foundation for its leader-
ship on this issue.

f

IN MEMORY OF EDITH DIVICINO
DIFAZIO

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor a
very special woman, Edith DiVincino DiFazio,
who passed away on Saturday, April 6, 2002.
Edith was married to Pasquale (Pat) DiFazio
for 53 years and they were the very proud
parents of two children, Paul and Linda, and
the ever loving grandparents of Michael and
Allison Lech.

Mr. Speaker, Edith DiFazio was born and
raised in New Britain, Connecticut and lived
there her entire life. She made an indelible im-
pact on the community she loved so much
through her participation in local politics, her
support of her husband in his business devel-
opment, her community activism as well as
the countless friendships she made and kept
during her ninety years of life in New Britain.

Mr. Speaker, Edith was a woman who loved
and was loved deeply in return by her family
and her friends. She was in many ways a
woman who was ahead of her time and she
was a role model to everyone who knew her.
Edith worked alongside her husband Pat who
was the owner and president of Ames Con-
struction Company. Among the Company’s
many projects are Pulaski Middle School,
Chamberlain School, Knapp Village Apart-
ments and Schaller Oldsmobile. With a con-
stant smile and engaging personality, Edith
found enjoyment in all aspects of life. She

learned the pleasure of raising plants and
flowers from working in her father’s green-
house, Davis Florist Company in New Britain.
She was a gourmet cook and her Italian cook-
ing was considered to be the gold standard of
cuisine and she served her community as a
volunteer at the New Britain Memorial Hospital
and as a member of the Greater Italian Junior
League.

Mr. Speaker, if Edith DiFazio were asked
what the greatest accomplishments of her life
were, she would say her two children Linda
and Paul. For almost half a century I have
known and been part of the DiFazio family.
Edith and Pat DiFazio were two of the most
widely respected and loved members of our
community. Edith was the core of her home
and her family. She was as comfortable with
U.S. Senators and Governors as she was with
her pals at the senior center. Her dignity, her
gracefulness, her kindness and her gentleness
were her hallmarks. I have no doubt that as
Pat welcomed her to heaven, so too did the
angels because they wanted to add to their
ranks.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all my colleagues in the
House to join me in expressing our collective
sympathy to Edith DiFazio’s family and to give
thanks for all she did throughout her life to
make her community and our country better
for human kind.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO JODY VOSS

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to

take this opportunity to pay tribute to Jody
Voss and thank her for her extraordinary con-
tributions to the Boys’ and Girls’ Club of Pueb-
lo, Colorado. Her life-long dedication to both
her job and the youth of Pueblo is matched
only by the level of integrity and honesty with
which she has conducted herself each and
every day while at her post. She is known as
a kind and caring soul with the utmost dedica-
tion and talent, and is known as a leader in
her community. As Jody celebrates her recent
milestone of twenty years with the organiza-
tion, let it be known that I, along with each
and every person with whom she has worked
in Pueblo, are eternally grateful for all that she
has accomplished in her many years of serv-
ice.

Jody went to work for the Boys’ and Girls’
Club of Pueblo in 1982. As executive director,
Jody, and the rest of her dedicated leadership,
grew the organization from one center serving
two-hundred fifty kids to seven centers involv-
ing over three thousand kids. For over twenty
years, Jody has selflessly given her time, en-
ergy and unrelenting commitment to the youth
of Pueblo, a milestone recently celebrated by
the organization in early March. She is consid-
ered by many to be the backbone of the orga-
nization and the success the club enjoys today
is a direct reflection of her diligence and com-
mitment to our younger generations.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Jody Voss is a
woman of unparalleled dedication and commit-
ment to both her professional endeavors and
the people of her community. It is her unre-
lenting passion for each and every thing she
does, as well as her spirit of honesty and in-
tegrity with which she has always conducted
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herself, that I wish to bring before this body of
Congress. She is a remarkable woman, who
has achieved extraordinary things in her ca-
reer and for her community. It is my privilege
to extend to Jody Voss my congratulations on
twenty years of faithful service and wish her
the best in her future endeavors.

f

HONORING JEWELL FRANCES
WELLS GOLDEN ON HER 90TH
BIRTHDAY

HON. JEFF MILLER
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to offer a happy birthday to one of
Northwest Florida’s true matriarchs, Jewell
Frances Wells Golden, who turned 90 years
old on April 16, 2002.

The daughter of one of the Northwest Flor-
ida’s pioneering families and a true Panhandle
native, Mrs. Golden has used her years to in-
spire and help shape our community in numer-
ous ways. As a wife of 66 years to the late Al-
bert Golden, their many business ventures can
be felt all along the Gulf Coast. From humble
beginnings, the two embarked upon under-
takings that included a number of banks, oil
companies, and a local newspaper. Along with
these endeavors, side-by side, Mr. and Mrs.
Golden founded the Church of the Living God
in 1977, where she is still a devoted member.

Mrs. Golden’s influence reaches well be-
yond her business enterprises. Her impact
earned her the 1970 ‘‘Personality of the
South’’ and 1974 ‘‘Florida Mother of the Year’’
awards in recognition of her service to her
community and state. Mrs. Golden was a dele-
gate with the Florida Department of Agriculture
with a mission to promote goodwill with other
nations. She also served as director of Santa
Rosa County’s United Way from 1964–1965.

Mrs. Golden is adored by a family of 3 chil-
dren, 11 living grandchildren, 20 living great
(grandchildren, and a thankful community.
Through her example, we have all learned that
hard work, dedication, and strong values will
lead to success and happiness.

On behalf of the United States Congress, I
would like to wish this special woman the
happiest of birthdays and many more to come.
I offer my sincere thanks for all she has done
for Northwest Florida.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DEBORAH PRYCE
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I was re-
grettably absent the week of April 8, 2002,
and on April 16 and 17, 2002. Consequently,
I missed the following recorded votes. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on
rollcall Nos. 80, 81, 82, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89,
92, 93, 94, 95, 97, and 98, and ‘‘no’’ on rollcall
Nos. 83, 90, 91, and 96.

CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. JIM RYUN
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 17, 2002

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today on behalf of the American family, and to
express my support to the Child Custody Pro-
tection Act.

As elected officials, we have been entrusted
with the great responsibility of protecting not
only the rights of the individual, but also up-
holding and reinforcing the authority of the
States in which they live. Before us is a bill
that not only strengthens existing state laws,
but also protects a very vulnerable group in to-
day’s society—pregnant teens.

A 1998 poll shows that 78 percent of Ameri-
cans strongly disagreed with the transporting
of a minor across state lines to obtain an
abortion without her parents’ knowledge. Our
constituents have spoken, and it is our explicit
responsibility to protect the rights of parents in
the 43 States that have parental involvement
statutes.

One specific example is the Hope Clinic in
Granite City, IL, which brazenly cites Illinois’
lack of required parental consent through radio
ads in St. Louis, essentially supporting the cir-
cumvention of Missouri State laws. We must
prevent clinics from luring in teenagers from
States where parental consent is required.

If our genuine goal as Representatives is to
improve the safety and well-being of the
American public, then we must pass the Child
Custody Protection Act.

f

FAIR CARE FOR KIDS ACT

HON. HEATHER WILSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, each day an
estimated 13 million children, including 6 mil-
lion infants and toddlers, spend some part of
their day being cared for someone other than
their parents. Research shows that quality
early care and education leads to increased
cognitive abilities, positive classroom learning
behavior, increased likelihood of long-term
school success, and greater likelihood of long-
term economic and social self-sufficiency.
Childcare centers and family childcare homes
need to provide care that promotes healthy
development. Parents need to be able to go to
work and have the piece of mind that their
children are in safe, nurturing environments.

Childcare is costly. Many families cannot af-
ford childcare. For families with young children
and a monthly income under $1,200, the cost
of childcare typically consumes 25 percent of
their income.

On an average monthly basis, more than
1.8 million children, nationwide benefit from
federal financial assistance for childcare
through Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF), Social Services Block Grant
(SSBC), the Child Care and Development
Block Grant (CCDBG) and USDA Child and
Adult Care Food program. There are more
children receiving federal childcare help
through these programs than through Head

Start. But, generally, the quality of care is
much lower.

Reimbursement rates, which determine the
maximum the State will reimburse a childcare
provider for the care of a child who receives
a federal subsidy, are too low to ensure that
quality care is accessible to all families. Cur-
rently, in New Mexico day care providers are
being reimbursed at lower rates than the cur-
rent market rate, including licensed centers
that provide infant care. As a result, many of
the best childcare setting or even average
ones, limit or do not accept children who are
on assistance.

Low payment rates directly affect the kind of
care children get and whether families can find
quality childcare in their communities. In many
instances, low payment rates force child care
providers to cut corners in ways that lower the
quality of care for children, including reducing
number of staff, and eliminating staff training
opportunities.

If day care providers are not reimbursed at
or near the current market rate, then the low-
est income children are forced to go to the
most marginal settings. And in some states,
parents or grandparents are prohibited from
making up the difference between the subsidy
and the fee for higher quality care.

Children in low quality childcare are more
likely to have delayed reading and language
skills. Parents need access to affordable, qual-
ity care for their children. Increased payment
rates lead to higher quality child care as child
care providers are able to attract and retain
qualified staff, provide salary increases and
professional training, and maintain a safe and
healthy environment.

That is why I am introducing the Fair Care
for Kids Act. My bill would require that current
market rates are paid to day care providers
who receive federal funding. Market surveys,
which identify market rates, must be current
and that is why they must be updated annu-
ally.

This bill is a step in the right direction for
helping our working parents. This bill is a step
in the right direction to providing quality day
care to our children.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE CROATIAN SONS
LODGE NUMBER 170

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-

tinct honor to congratulate the Croatian Sons
Lodge Number 170 of the Croatian Fraternal
Union, on the festive occasion of its 95th Anni-
versary and Golden Member banquet, on Sun-
day, April 28, 2002.

This year, the Croatian Fraternal Union will
hold this gala event at the Croatian Center in
Merrillville, Indiana. Traditionally, the anniver-
sary celebration entails a formal recognition of
the Union’s Golden Members, those who have
achieved fifty years of membership. This
year’s honorees who have attained fifty years
of membership include: William A. Bursich,
Sally Cullen, Lynn Edward Evans, Steve Jack
Grdina, Anastasia Kresich, Eugene Krukowski,
Michael F. Luketic, Charles Peretin, Stefania
Peretin, Dorothea Petrovich, Stephen Ratkay,
Dennis Rivich, Frances Staresnick, Peter T.
Sut, and Mary Ann Thews.
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These loyal and dedicated individuals share

this prestigious honor with over 300 additional
Lodge members who have previously attained
this important designation.

This memorable day will begin with a morn-
ing mass at Saint Joseph the Worker Catholic
Church in Gary, Indiana, with the Reverend
Father Stephen Loncar presiding. The festivi-
ties will be culturally enriched by the perform-
ance of several Croatian musical groups. The
Hoosier Hrvati Adult Tamburitza Orchestra di-
rected by Frank Jovanovich, the Croatian Glee
Club ‘‘Preradovic,’’ and the Croatian Strings
Tamburitzans and Junior Dancers directed by
Dennis Barunica will perform at this gala
event. A formal dinner banquet will end the
day’s festivities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and my other distin-
guished colleagues to join me in commending
Lodge President Betty Morgavan, and all the
other members of the Croatian Fraternal
Union Lodge Number 170, for their loyalty and
radiant display of passion for their ethnicity.
The Croatian community has played a key role
in enriching the quality of life and culture of
Northwest Indiana. It is my hope that this year
will bring renewed hope and prosperity for all
members of the Croatian community and their
families. I am proud to represent these gifted
residents of the First Congressional District of
Indiana.

f

RICHARD HAIRE RETIRES FROM
CORRALES ELEMENTARY

HON. TOM UDALL
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, we
all know that our schools will never be any
better than the men and women who teach in
them. I rise today to pay tribute to a remark-
able teacher who has made Corrales Elemen-
tary one of the best in my home state of New
Mexico.

Corrales has been truly fortunate to have
someone of the talents and dedication of Mr.
Haire within the community. It is an honor to
be able to recognize him on this special occa-
sion.

After serving as an exemplary elementary
school teacher in New Mexico for more than
32 years, Richard Haire is retiring the chalk,
and will end a career that will conclude with
teaching a fifth grade class of children at
Corrales Elementary for twenty-three consecu-
tive years. I say he is retiring the chalk be-
cause I know that he will continue to con-
tribute to the community in a variety of ways.

Mr. Haire graduated second in a class of
360 in 1965 from Commack High School in
upstate New York, where his classmates
voted him most likely to succeed. He grad-
uated cum laude from the State University of
New York with a BA in psychology, and then
received his Ms in Education from Syracuse
University.

In addition to teaching children, Mr. Haire
was a mentor to scores of his colleagues. In-
deed, he is a teacher’s teacher. His greatest
service to our community lies in his devotion
as an educator to his students. He deserves
the greatest praise both from the families of
these young individuals, and from all those
whose lives he has touched. His efforts are an

invaluable investment in New Mexico’s future
and we are all truly blessed that we had such
a dedicated professional in the classroom.

It is impossible to find a former student
whose life has not been changed positively by
Mr. Haire. Everyone can point to a turning
point where his teaching caused each to em-
bark upon a course of action. In his service to
education, Mr. Haire embraced the principle
that one person can make a difference, by
leading by example, getting people involved,
touching everything and everyone in the com-
munity.

Teachers like Richard Haire do make a dif-
ference. I believe so strongly in education. I
know that as we battle the ills of our society—
poverty and hopelessness—education is the
great beacon and the great hope. I strongly
believe that our public school system will con-
tinue to meet the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. The commitment Mr. Haire has made to
children both in and out of the classroom con-
tinues to illustrate the power of a single per-
son.

Mr. Speaker, in 1818, Thomas Jefferson
said, ‘‘A system of general education, which
shall reach every description of our citizens
from the richest to the poorest, as it was the
earliest, so will it be the latest of all the public
concerns in which I shall permit myself to take
an interest.’’ This quotation embodies Richard
Haire’s career.

We will dearly miss his service at Corrales
Elementary.

f

LEGISLATION TO AMEND THE NA-
TIVE AMERICAN HOUSING LOAN
PILOT PROGRAM

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGO
OF AMERICAN SAMOA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGO. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to introduce legislation which will amend
the Native American Housing Loan Pilot Pro-
gram by making spouses of qualified Native
Americans, including American Samoans, Na-
tive Hawaiians, Native Alaskans and American
Indians, eligible to obtain VA home loans.

While veterans living in most of our nation
have been able to obtain home loans guaran-
teed by the federal government for decades,
certain segments of our veteran population did
not obtain this benefit until the 1990s. Many
American Samoan, Native Hawaiian, Native
Alaskans and Native American Indian veterans
who lived on native lands were not eligible for
home loans because, among other reasons,
fee simple title to the land could not be ac-
quired. Without clear title to the land, commer-
cial banks would not make home loans and,
without commercial loans, the Department of
Veterans Affairs could not offer assistance to
these veterans.

In 1992, Congress created a pilot program
to address this problem. This program was
created through § 8 of P.L. 102–547 and is
now called the Native American Housing Loan
Pilot Program. The Native American Housing
Loan Pilot Program provides VA direct hous-
ing loans to Native Americans who, because
of where they live, are not eligible for the na-
tional VA home loan guarantee program. Pa-
cific Islanders, Native Hawaiians, Native Amer-
ican Indians and Native Alaskans all benefit
from this program.

For nine years, this program has been a tre-
mendous success—hundreds of loans have
been made and the default rate is very low.
However, this direct loan program does not
solve the housing problem for veterans mar-
ried to American Samoans, Native Hawaiians,
Native Alaskans and Native American Indians.

In American Samoa, for example, there are
many non-Samoan veterans married to a Sa-
moan spouse who are ineligible to obtain VA
home loans. These non-Samoan veterans are
surprised to find out first, that the national VA
home loan program is not available to them,
and second, that they are ineligible to partici-
pate in the Native American Housing Loan
Pilot Program, which is operational in Amer-
ican Samoa.

The bill I introduce today will expand the eli-
gibility of the program by making spouses of
qualified American Samoans, Native Hawai-
ians, Native Alaskans and Native American In-
dians eligible to obtain VA home loans.

This would be a small adjustment to the cur-
rent eligible population and would be made
available only in those few areas in which the
national VA home loan program has not been
implemented.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
f

ISRAEL DESERVES THE RIGHT TO
DEFEND HERSELF

HON. RONNIE SHOWS
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, since September
11th, Americans have been living in a new
age. Attacks on New York and Washington
made us keenly aware of our vulnerability.

Never before had we been attacked so sav-
agely so close to home. That is a day we will
never forget.

Well, Mr. Speaker, now we all know what it
must be like to be an Israeli, because this has
been the pattern of THEIR lives, every day.

Israel has long lived under the shadow of
terrorism. In the aftermath of 9–11, Americans
need look no further than the people of Israel
as a source of strength and courage.

Terrorists have no regard for innocent
human life and have threatened innocent
Israelis for years.

But in recent weeks these terrorists have
escalated their bloody tactics and threaten
ALL innocent Middle Easterners who just want
to live in peace.

They have escalated their violence to a ter-
rifying level that threatens regional stability
and world peace.

Mr. Speaker, the whole world is watching
and wondering and praying for peace in the
Middle East and an end to this senseless
slaughter.

Our President has stepped up to the plate
and initiated negotiations towards that end.

That’s all well and good, Mr. Speaker, but
on the very day that Secretary of State Powell
arrived in Israel to begin the process, yet an-
other terrorist bomb blew a hole in the heart
of peace itself.

And in spite of this we continue to insist that
Israel pull its troops out of the West Bank! Mr.
Speaker, we are asking Israel NOT to defend
herself.

Mr. Speaker, how can we ask Israel to pull
back—to stop defending itself—at the very
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time we are engaged in our own war against
terrorism?

We are fighting in a country thousands of
miles away, but Israel’s enemies are in her
own back yard. How can we tell Israel to back
off, when the terrorists don’t play by civilized
rules?

Israel is a land that is holy to so many peo-
ple throughout the world. Yet the terrorists
have invaded the most sacred churches,
shooting from its windows, and using nuns
and clerics as human shields.

This is what Israel is up against, Mr. Speak-
er. Yassir Arafat either can not, will not, or
does not want to, end the terrorist attacks
against innocent Israelis.

Since September 11th, we Americans know
very well what terrorists seek to do—to strike
mortal fear within the fabric of everyday life, to
destroy free society from within.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot expect Israel—or
any free country—to cease defending itself
against this kind of threat.

Just as we are standing up to Osama Bin
Laden and his forces of evil, Israel must stand
up against the forces of evil that would bring
her down.

f

SOCIAL SECURITY CERTIFICATES

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, on Feb 15, 2002,
House Majority Leader DICK ARMEY circulated
a Memorandum where he called on Congress
to push Social Security Privatization in the up-
coming legislative session. I agree that ad-
dressing the long-term solvency of the Social
Security program deserves our utmost atten-
tion in the upcoming legislative session. How-
ever, the recommendation that we privatize
Social Security does nothing to strengthen the
financial solvency of the program.

The Majority Leader exclaims that his bill
H.R. 3135, which allows workers to voluntarily
put between three and eight percentage points
of their Social Security tax into personal retire-
ment accounts, is based on a progressive
scale that allows lower-income workers to put
more into their accounts and to build more
wealth. The Majority Leader failed to take into
account the volatility of the stock market. I do
not believe that the American public is willing
to gamble their retirement security in the up’s
and down of the stock market. Especially, with
the recent collapse of Enron and the present
economic recession, the American public is
even more suspicious of any proposal that will
partially or fully privatize Social Security.
Americans know that Social Security provides
guaranteed, lifelong benefits. No matter what
the stock market does the day you retire or in
the months leading up to your retirement, your
benefits will be unaffected.

In addition, the Majority Leader’s plan to
send out Social Security certificates to seniors
that claim to guarantee their Social Security
benefits is disingenuous at best. Not only will
sending these bogus certificates cost the tax-
payers 47 million dollars, but it does abso-
lutely nothing to guarantee that Social Security
benefits will be there in the future. The Con-
gressional Research Service has concluded
that the certificates provide no more protection

than already exists under law. It’s not an iron-
clad guarantee and Senior citizens will not be
able to use these certificates in a court of law.
The certificates should instead tell Seniors the
truth about the Republican’s plan to privatize
Social Security and their reckless waste of the
budget surplus, which will inevitably lead to a
lack of benefits for Seniors.

Nevertheless, the Social Security program
faces serious financial challenges, however,
those challenges are manageable and does
not require us to dismantle the system via pri-
vatization.

f

CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 17, 2002

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 476, the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act.

This legislation makes it a federal crime to
knowingly transport a minor across state lines
with the intent that she obtain an abortion, in
violation of the minor’s home state parental
consent or notification law. Under the meas-
ure, violations of this law would be punishable
by a fine of up to $100,000 and one year in
prison. Any parent or guardian who suffers
legal harm from the violation of a parental no-
tification law is allowed to seek civil action for
damages.

The bill includes an exception from prosecu-
tion, however, if the abortion is necessary to
save the life of the minor. The bill also pro-
tects the minor from prosecution under its pro-
visions. The measure allows individuals ac-
cused of violating this provision to defend
themselves against civil and criminal actions
by claiming that they believed the parents had
been notified or had given their consent, as
required by state law.

By way of background, it is important to
note that in many states it is illegal for a
school nurse to dispense so much as an aspi-
rin to a minor without parental consent. How-
ever, absent this legislation, minors can be
brought across state lines without parental
consent for the express purpose of obtaining
an abortion. Over-the-counter aspirin requires
parental notification, but abortion does not?
Mr. Speaker, how can this be?

In 1999, the House passed identical legisla-
tion by a vote of 270 to 159; unfortunately, the
measure was never considered by the other
body, thus necessitating its reintroduction in
the 107th Congress. I commend Chairman
SENSENBRENNER, Chairman CHABOT, and Con-
gresswoman ROS-LEHTINEN for their work in
crafting this urgent legislation, and I truly hope
that my colleagues will Join me in voting for
this legislation today. As such, I urge an ‘‘aye’’
vote on final passage.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE PAST AS A PROLOGUE TO
THE FUTURE—75 YEARS AFTER
THE FLOOD OF 1927—

HON. JO ANN EMERSON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, as we mark
the 75th Anniversary of the Flood of 1927, the
images that come to mind serve to remind us
of how the flood affected Missouri and shaped
the flood protection policies of today. Although
the floodwaters of the past have receded, the
lessons they have left behind are unmistak-
ably clear.

The first major levee break during the Flood
of 1927 was at the Dorena levee and has sig-
nificant meaning to those living in the sur-
rounding area because it forever changed Mis-
souri and the entire river delta. The Dorena
break alone flooded 135,000 acres of land in
the St. John Levee and Drainage District, left
7,500 people homeless and overtopped the
Farrenburg levee near New Madrid, flooding
an additional one million acres. Overall, the
break will always be remembered as part of
the greatest natural disaster in American his-
tory.

When the Flood of 1927 finally subsided,
the disaster had displaced 700,000 people—
80,000 more people than currently live in Mis-
souri’s Eighth District today. Geographically,
the flood left 26,000 square miles under water
(an area roughly two times the size of the
country of Switzerland), crops were destroyed,
cities paralyzed, farm land ruined and more
than a thousand people were dead (276 from
the flood and the remainder from the sickness
and disease that followed). Today, a flood of
that magnitude would shut down every inter-
state from St. Louis south to New Orleans—
running east or west.

Prior to the Flood of 1927, the river control
system in place was based on a ‘‘levees only’’
policy, which many attribute as being partially
responsible for the Flood of 1927. The policy
meant that there were no outlets, reservoirs or
spillways to assist in flood control. The lack of
coordinated protection for water flow combined
with the heavy rain and melting snow resulted
in major flooding which broke the levees in
more than 120 places. At a time when the fed-
eral budget barely exceeded $3 billion, the
flood, directly and indirectly, caused an esti-
mated $1 billion in property damage.

As is the case with many disasters, the
Flood of 1927 prompted lawmakers to take a
long look at past policy. In an attempt to learn
from the flood so that they wouldn’t repeat the
mistakes of the past, the Flood of 1927 led to
the ‘‘Flood Control Act of 1928.’’ The plan,
which gave the US Army Corps of Engineers
the job of providing flood control on the Mis-
sissippi River, authorized the Jadwin Plan, or
what came to be known as the Mississippi
River and Tributaries Project (MR & T). This
comprehensive flood control plan has four
major elements—levees, floodways and con-
trol structures, channel improvements and sta-
bilization measures, and tributary basin im-
provements. These elements work together to
provide flood protection and navigation while
simultaneously promoting environmental stew-
ardship and restoration.

Since the establishment of MR & T in 1928,
more than 87 percent of the project has been
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completed. This investment of nearly $11 bil-
lion has been used for planning, construction,
operation and maintenance. That $11 billion
has paid off—people live in safer communities
protected from many of the hazards of flood-
ing; commerce and economic development
have enhanced river towns and steps have
been taken to promote conservation of land
while providing recreational use opportunities
for communities along our nation’s rivers. Per-
haps most notable is that the MR & T project
has prevented $258 billion in flood damages
to date. It means that for every one dollar
spent, we have saved $24 in flood-related
damages.

It is that type of investment in the future that
we continue to make as the Army Corps of
Engineers works with Congress during the
budget process. As was the case during the
Depression and previous wars, Congress is
currently faced with certain financial realities.
In light of those realities, I still believe this
much-needed funding is critical to ensuring
that flood protection, navigation, port authority
and drainage projects are completed so that
lives are saved and the economic livelihood of
towns up and down the river are preserved.

f

RECOGNIZING MR. CRAIG BAZZANI

HON. TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this time to recognize Mr.
Craig Bazzani for his many years of continuing
service to the 15th District of Illinois. A grad-
uate of Illinois State University, Mr. Bazzani
has shown exemplary dedication to my home
state. Throughout his twenty-five year tenure
at the University of Illinois, Mr. Bazzani has
held several key positions that have enabled
him to make immense contributions to the bet-
terment of the institution. He played an impor-
tant role in the design of a major debt-financ-
ing program, introduced the first University Fi-
nancial Accounting System, developed the
labor relations program, assisted the Univer-
sity in making major strides in the provision of
multiple sources of energy for its buildings and
facilities, and took the initiative to modernize
all of the areas that reported to him. But what
leaves an even more lasting impression is the
deep devotion he has shown to his co-work-
ers, inspiring in them the necessary con-
fidence to complete the difficult tasks with
which he has been entrusted. The University
will surely miss Craig’s incisive and effective
style of administration, but joins me in wishing
him the best of luck in his retirement and all
of his future endeavors. We thank him for his
many years of service to the University, know-
ing that only the most honorable of people
could ever fill his shoes.

f

MAKE THE MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY RELIEF PERMANENT

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
lend my strong support for making the mar-

riage tax penalty relief permanent. Last May
Congress passed historic tax relief which in-
cluded marriage penalty tax relief. Unfortu-
nately, the tax package, including the marriage
tax penalty relief, is sunset to expire in 2011.

Prior to passage of the tax relief legislation,
the U.S. tax code penalized over 25 million
married couples, costing them an average of
$1,400 in additional taxes over that of two
people living together outside of marriage.
This discrepancy, justifiably, became known
as the ‘‘Marriage Tax Penalty.’’

The tax relief package passed by Congress
phased out the marriage tax penalty, providing
billions in tax relief over 10 years for married
couples. However, due to the compromise
reached with the Senate, the marriage tax
penalty relief is set to expire in 2011. Thus, in
2011, once again, millions of married couples
will be faced with paying more taxes simply
because they are married.

Mr. Speaker, the strength of America rests
on the solid foundation of the American family.
For too long our federal tax policy has chipped
away at that foundation. Under Republican
leadership and with the leadership of Presi-
dent Bush, Congress has taken an important
step toward reaffirming the centrality of mar-
riage in the American society. Let’s not hang
the specter of future tax penalties over the
heads of our current and future American fam-
ilies. We must eliminate the Marriage Tax
Penalty once and for all.

I thank the gentleman from Illinois, my good
friend Mr. Weller, for his strong and consistent
advocacy of tax fairness, especially in this vital
area of marriage taxes. I have been proud to
fight with Mr. Weller on this issue for so long.
I urge my colleagues to join me in voting to
eliminating this onerous burden on marriage
and make the marriage tax penalty relief pen-
nanent.

f

IN HONOR OF NORA E. WRIGHT

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of
a truly remarkable woman on the occasion of
her 100th birthday celebration.

Deacon Nora E. Wright was born at the
dawn of the twentieth century to the late Rev.
and Mrs. Robert Brightwell in Atlanta, Georgia.
She graduated from the Roth Street School
and Spelman Seminary in her hometown. As
the daughter of a Baptist Minister she was
taught to love family and church above all
else. In 1952, she joined the Berean Mis-
sionary Baptist Church under the pastorate of
Dr. Hylton L. James. She has always been an
active and dedicated member of her church.
Deacon Wright has served as a Supervisor of
the Deaconess Broad for 15 years, President
of the Senior Missionary Society for 24 years,
an advisor to the floral club, and a member of
the Senior and Volunteer Choirs. Her religious
convictions and service go far beyond her own
church. In 1978, she was honored for her 44
years of service as a District Worker to 25
churches, Recording Secretary for 30 years,
and as the Vice-President at large. Under the
Pastorate of Dr. Arlee Griffin, Nora was con-
secrated as a Deacon. Extending beyond the
Eastern Baptist Association, she became

Chairman of the Worship Committee of the
New England Convention.

Deacon Wright’s work has not been limited
to the church. She also organized and be-
came the leader of the Annie G. Martin Tent
# 102; she was the organizer and president of
the Guiding Light Benevolent Club of Brook-
lyn; and Founder and Executive Director of the
Ruth L. McLean Scholarship Guild. All of
these groups were formed with the concept of
helping others. Nora has also held positions
as the Recording Secretary of the Executive
Board of the Eastern District Grand Tent #3;
Financial Secretary of the Brooklyn Tent
Home; a member of the Past Grand Officers
League of the Royal Degree Chamber #5; and
Treasurer of the C.V.C. Alumni. One of her
greatest accomplishments is the creation of
the first Black calendar Children Preview in
1960.

Deacon Wright has been recognized for
many of her accomplishments; she received a
citation from the now former Brooklyn Borough
President, Howard Golden; a citation of honor
as an extraordinary elder from the Kings
County District Attorney, the Honorable
Charles J. Hynes; and a citation from former
New York State Assemblyman(now Council-
man), the Honorable Al Vann.

Mr. Speaker, Deacon Nora E. Wright is a
wife, a mother, grandmother, great grand-
mother and great-great-grandmother. She has
lived through experiences that most can only
read about in history books and throughout
she has remained a dedicated church leader,
and a lover of all mankind. On the occasion of
her 100th Birthday, she is more than deserv-
ing of this recognition and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in honoring this truly re-
markable woman.

f

INTRODUCTION OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY NUMBER PROTECTION ACT
OF 2002

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased

today to introduce legislation that would outlaw
the practice of purchasing or selling Social Se-
curity numbers.

A few years ago, a man named Liam
Youens was stalking a 21-year-old New
Hampshire woman named Amy Boyer.
Youens reportedly purchased Amy Boyer’s
Social Security number from an Internet Web
site for $45. Using this information, he was
able to track her down, a process that he chill-
ingly detailed on an Internet Web site that he
named after his target. Finally, this demented
stalker fatally shot Amy Boyer in front of the
dental office where she worked. Afterwards,
he turned the gun on himself.

This terrible tragedy underscores the fact
that while the Social Security number was
originally intended to be used only for the pur-
poses of collecting Social Security taxes and
administering the program’s benefits, it has
over the years evolved into a ubiquitous na-
tional personal identification number which is
subject to misuse and abuse. The unregulated
sale and purchase of these numbers is a sig-
nificant factor in a growing range of illegal ac-
tivities, including fraud, identity theft, and trag-
ically, stalkings and now, even murders.
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Today, if you open up a bank account,

apply for a loan, buy insurance, get a credit
card, sign up for telephone service or electric
or gas utility service, you are almost invariably
asked to provide a merchant with your Social
Security number. Over the years, this number
has become a key to verifying a person’s
identity. As a result, it has become increas-
ingly clear that there are growing and serious
privacy risks being created by unrestricted
commerce in Social Security numbers, and re-
sulting abuses of this number, that require im-
mediate legislative action.

The risks and abuses associated with mis-
use of the Social Security number are only
being magnified by the rapid growth of elec-
tronic commerce. Right now, only $5 billion of
the $860 billion in annual retail sales currently
occur over the Internet. But that figure will
continue to grow exponentially in the future.
So, the question we must ask is how are we
going to adjust our laws to deal with this new
medium? How will we animate the New Econ-
omy with our old values—such as our cher-
ished right to privacy?

Today, the real privacy challenge we are
facing isn’t Big Brother; it’s Big Browser. If you
buy anything over the Internet, that information
can be linked up to other personal identifiers
to create disturbingly detailed digital dossiers
that can profile your lifestyle, your interests,
your hobbies, or your habits. We also know
that the Social Security number is a critically
important personal identifier that many online
and offline businesses wish to obtain about
consumers. Consumers who value their fam-
ily’s privacy, however, have a compelling inter-
est in not allowing this number to be used to
tie together bits and pieces of information in
various databases into an integrated electronic
profile of their interests and behavior that can
be zapped around the world in a nanosecond
to anyone who is willing to pay the price.

If you do a simple Internet search in which
you enter the words ‘‘Social Security Num-
bers,’’ you will turn up links to dozens of web
sites that offer to provide you, for a fee, with
social security numbers for other citizens, or to
link a social security number that you might
have with a name, address and telephone
number. Where are the data mining firms and
private detective agencies that offer these
services obtaining these numbers? In all likeli-
hood, they are accessing information from the
databases of credit bureaus, financial services
companies or other commercial firms.

If someone actually obtains a Social Secu-
rity number from one of these sites, they have
a critically important piece of information that
can be used to locate the individual, get ac-
cess to information about the individual’s per-
sonal finances, or engage in a variety of illegal
activities. By bringing a halt to unregulated
commerce in Social Security numbers, the bill
I am introducing today will help reduce the in-
cidence of pretexting crimes, identity thefts
and other frauds or crimes involving misuse of
a person’s Social Security number.

We need to take this action now if we are
going to fully protect the public’s right to pri-
vacy by preventing sales of Social Security
numbers. That is why I am pleased today to
be introducing legislation which would outlaw
this practice. My bill would make it criminal for
a person to sell or purchase Social Security
numbers. Under the bill, the FTC would be
given rulemaking authority to restrict the sale
of Social Security numbers, determine appro-

priate exemptions, and to enforce civil compli-
ance with the bill’s restrictions. The bill would
also authorize the states to enforce compli-
ance, and provide for appropriate penalties.

I look forward to working with my House col-
leagues to enact this important privacy protec-
tion proposal into law.

f

HONORING STEVE COFFMAN

HON. JAMES P. MORAN
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor my friend, Steve Coffman, who
is retiring on April 19, 2002, from the Alexan-
dria Police Department after 331⁄2 years of
dedicated public service to the City of Alexan-
dria.

A lifelong Alexandria City resident, Steve’s
dream of serving his community was realized
on October 10th, 1968, when he was sworn in
as Alexandria’s first auxiliary police officer.
Steve started his law enforcement career dur-
ing a tumultuous time in our nation’s history.
In 1971, the Alexandria City Council voted to
integrate T.C. Williams High School, a deci-
sion that was criticized by many in the com-
munity. In addition, we were in the midst of
the Vietnam War, and on the domestic front,
racial relations were strained and unstable. In
Alexandria, it was very important for our law
enforcement agents to keep the peace and re-
store community relations during this time.

Steve has served the law enforcement com-
munity in several capacities, most recently as
one of two Polygraph Operators for Alexandria
City. He has also served as a Street Patrol of-
ficer and Identification Technician.

During Steve’s long and distinguished law
enforcement career, he has received many ac-
colades, including the Police Officer of the
Year award, one of the Police Department’s
highest honors.

I join Steve’s family, including his wife Patty,
daughters Angie and Valerie, as well as the
City of Alexandria, in congratulating and
thanking Steve for his dedication to improving
the lives of others and serving the needs of
our community.

f

ISRAEL INDEPENDENCE DAY

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, this week we
celebrate Israel Independence Day, paying
tribute to the shared values and goals that are
the cement of strong U.S.-Israel relations. We
demonstrate our unwavering support for our
staunchest ally in the Middle East. We ex-
press our solidarity with the people of Israel
whose vibrant democracy and brave military
stand beside us on the front lines of the war
against terrorism.

But even as we celebrate the miraculous
achievements since the establishment of the
Jewish State 54 years ago, we must recognize
that Israel is still engaged in a fight for its sur-
vival.

Since Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat re-
jected the tremendous proposals put forward

at Camp David and unleashed the current
Intifada, more than 460 Israelis have been
murdered and more than 3,000 wounded by
vicious terrorist attacks. Proportional to our
own population, that figure is staggeringly
more than three times the number of those
killed in the September 11th attacks on the
World Trade Center and the Pentagon.

Daily life in Israel has been torn apart by the
uncertainty of when another suicide bomber
will strike against innocent civilians at a pizza
store, a café, a grocery store, a disco, or on
a bus. Families have been shattered by Pales-
tinian terrorists who have targeted Bat-mitzvah
guests and mothers walking their children to
synagogue.

The reason there is no cease-fire is that
Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat supports the
violence. He was unwilling to stop Hamas and
Islamic Jihad and the documents seized by
the Israeli army from Arafat’s headquarters
and other Palestinian Authority offices dem-
onstrate that he actively endorses and funds
the terrorist activities of his Fatah militias—the
Tanzim, Force 17, and the Al-Aqsa Martyrs
Brigade, which was recently added to the U.S.
list of Foreign Terrorist Organizations.

The root cause of Palestinian terrorism is
not settlements. It is the exhortation by the
Palestinian leadership for its youth to sacrifice
their own dreams of statehood to Arafat’s
quest for martyrdom.

The underlying source of Palestinian hatred
is not Israel’s acts of self defense. It is anti-
Semitism indoctrinated by Palestinian text-
books and television shows that glorify murder
and exalt suicide bombers.

It is shocking to me that those in Europe
and at the United Nations who so harshly
judge Israel have no sympathy for Israel as
the victim of daily terrorism.

The war between Israelis and Palestinians
is not about Arafat and Sharon. It is about the
refusal of a democratic society to reward ter-
rorism with territory. It is about a civilized soci-
ety unwilling to legitimize suicide attacks as a
form of political negotiation.

If Arafat can succeed, then Bin Laden can
succeed. Not because they share the same
goals, but because they share the same tac-
tics.

That is why it is so critical that the United
States stand with Israel in this time of crisis,
strong in our resolve against those who sup-
port and justify terrorism. Israel as a sovereign
nation has the right to take all measures nec-
essary to defend its citizens, and it is in the in-
terest of the United States to support its ability
to do so.

Although President Bush has dispatched
CIA Director Tenet, Senator Mitchell, General
Zinni, Vice President CHENEY, and now Sec-
retary Powell to try and restore security and
stability, it is clear that no one will succeed un-
less Chairman Arafat renounces terrorism and
starts preparing the Palestinian people for
peace instead of war.

At a time when synagogues are burning in
France, Saudi newspapers are launching 21st
century blood libels, and a Passover Seder in
Netanya can become the target of terrorist
bloodshed, the existence of the State of Israel
is more important now than ever.
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CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. DENNIS MOORE
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 17, 2002
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

express my strong concerns about H.R. 476.
I held the same concerns when I voted
against this legislation during the 106th Con-
gress, as did many of my colleagues in the
House and Senate. No effort has been made
to address the valid problems with this bill in
the nearly three years since we last took it up
on the House floor.

This restrictive legislation would isolate a
young woman at a time when she needs sup-
port the most. I absolutely believe that young
women should involve parents in important life
decisions. In fact, most young women do in-
volve a parent when making a decision about
abortion, however, that option is not always
available. Incest, abuse and other serious
family problems are a sobering reality for
many in our country. In that case, a young
woman should be encouraged to consult an-
other trusted adult, such as another family
member, a medical provider or a religious
counselor—this bill makes that virtually impos-
sible and even criminal.

Under this bill, grandparents, older siblings,
religious leaders, and other responsible adults
could face prosecution, imprisonment, fines, or
civil suits for coming to the aid of a young
woman during her time of need. The true ab-
surdity of this legislation can be summed up in
this astonishing example: A father molests his
young daughter and the young woman goes to
her grandmother for help. Should the young
woman obtain an abortion in another state,
this bill could give the father standing to sue
in a civil court and could make the grand-
mother liable for $100,000 in damages and a
year in prison.

In addition, this bill is dangerously
overbroad. The law would apply to anyone
having peripheral involvement in the minor’s
abortion, even if the person was not ac-
quainted with the bill’s legal provisions or even
aware of the minor crossing state lines.

I supported a Motion to Recommit that
would have sent this flawed bill back to the
committee with the recommendation that the
legislation exempt grandparents and adult sib-
lings from the bill. This Motion would have
provided young women with at least a minimal
safety net of family members. It failed by a
vote of 173–246.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue to oppose legis-
lation that will endanger young women’s lives
and health by isolating those who cannot in-
volve a parent. We should encourage young
women to turn to other family members when
they cannot turn to their parents, and Con-
gress has no business criminalizing that.

f

PHILIP E. RUPPE POST OFFICE
BUILDING

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am honored
to express my thoughts about a gentleman of

distinction, who served his constituents from
Northern Michigan for six terms. Philip Edward
Ruppe was born in Houghton County, Michi-
gan where his family lived since the 1870’s.
He attended Central Michigan University and
the University of Michigan for two years after
which he received his Bachelor of Arts degree
from Yale University in 1948. He served our
Nation as a lieutenant (junior grade) in the
Navy during the Korean conflict.

After his service in the Navy, Mr. Ruppe be-
came the president of the Bosch Brewing
Company for ten years, served as director of
the Houghton National Bank, the Commercial
National Bank of L’Anse and R. L. Polk and
Company.

In January 1967, the people of Northern
Michigan elected Mr. Ruppe as their rep-
resentative until 1979, when he ran for the
United States Senate. As a member of the
United States House of Representatives, Con-
gressman Ruppe served on the Committee on
Merchant Marines and Fisheries and was
ranking member of the Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committees. He dedicated his time to
constituent services and economic develop-
ment in the Upper Peninsula.

I want to recognize and thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) who
thoughtfully introduced H.R. 1374, designating
the facility of the United States Postal Service
located at 600 Calumet Street in Lake Linden,
Michigan, as the ‘‘Philip E. Ruppe Post Of-
fice’’. It is most appropriate to name a post of-
fice to honor Philip Ruppe who represented
his constituents most ably during his tenure in
Congress. Congressman Ruppe and his late
wife, Loret Ruppe, who was a well-loved and
respected director of the Peace Corps and
Ambassador to Norway, were dedicated par-
ents to their daughters and imparted the im-
portance of public service to them.

I have been privileged to know both Loret
and Phil. Phil still resides in Betheda, Mary-
land, and I am delighted to have him as a
constituent and wish him the best in life.

f

PENSION SECURITY ACT OF 2002

HON. NITA M. LOWEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

oppose this legislation, and in support of the
Democratic alternative.

Millions of working Americans are watching
what we do here today. They are watching to
see just whose side we’re on. They want to
see whether we will do something to prevent
another Enron. They want to know whether
their retirement savings are truly safe.

With this bill, we know who the Republican
leadership would protect. This bill is a get out
of jail free card. It doesn’t protect pensions, it
protects those who would prosper on the
backs of their employees.

This bill keeps employees off pension
boards. It limits the ability of employees to col-
lect damages when the misconduct of com-
pany officials costs them their life savings. It
forces employees to keep stock matches in
401(k) plans for three years after each match,
while executives are held to no such limit. This
bill even allows companies to offer investment
advice from the same firm that administers the
company’s 401(k) plan.

Mr. Speaker, in light of the thousands of
Enron employees who have worthless stock
certificates to show for their years of hard
work, this bill is an outrage.

The Democratic alternative provides real
protection. Employees should have the same
control over their retirement accounts as ex-
ecutives, and should have the same access to
unbiased, independent investment advice. Our
bill levels the playing field between executives
and employees, giving employees full control
of their retirement accounts. And, executives
would be held fully accountable when they vio-
late pension rights.

Mr. Speaker, you say you’re on the side of
the American people. But, as the saying goes,
actions speak louder than words, and your bill
hurts the working families of this Nation. Vote
no on the underlying bill and yes on the
Democratic alternative.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2646, FARM SECURITY
ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. MAX SANDLIN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 17, 2002

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I commend the
Agriculture Committee Chairman COMBEST
and Ranking Member STENHOLM for the skill
and hard work they have put into crafting the
Farm Security Act. I would also like to com-
mend the Conferees of the House Agricultural
Committee for their continued efforts to work
toward agreement on a farm bill that is good
for America’s farmers. I want to thank them for
the great sensitivity to and understanding of
the needs of our nation’s farmers.

This motion to instruct goes against that un-
derstanding and, thus, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this motion and urge all my colleagues
to vote against it.

The presentation of this motion is unneces-
sarily repetitive in nature. The Members of the
House of Representatives have already voted
on this issue. During House consideration of
the Farm Security Act, an amendment con-
taining this language failed by a bipartisan
vote of 238–187.

Mr. Speaker, one thing I can count on hear-
ing every time I return home is that our farm-
ers need help this year. Our farming families
put everything they have on the line every
year to feed America. America’s families never
got the economic boon that swept the nation
in the late 1990’s.

This year, good weather worldwide has cre-
ated commodity surpluses and driven down
the price that farmers get for their crops. The
U.S. dollar also remains strong relative both to
our competitors and customers, making U.S.
crops more expensive and less competitive.
U.S. producers continue to compete on an un-
even playing field, facing much higher tariffs
on our exports to other countries than other
countries face on their exports to us.

The goal of our farm policy should be to
provide a safety net so the American agricul-
tural sector survives through these difficult
times. This motion to recommit would limit
payments for commodity programs and is a
slap in the face to those families.
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Furthermore, this motion unjustly deters the

Conferees efforts to resolve funding levels for
conservation and research programs. This mo-
tion claims to increase conservation programs
as if it is a new idea, when, in fact, the Con-
ferees have already allotted an eighty-percent
increase in funding.

I urge my colleagues to reject this unneces-
sary and disruptive motion and to stand aside
and let the Conferees continue their hard work
on the conference committee.

f

IN SUPPORT OF THE COMMISSION
OF THE CONGRESSIONAL GOLD
MEDAL ON BEHALF OF DR.
DOROTHY I. HEIGHT

HON. DIANE E. WATSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Ms. WATSON of California. Mr. Speaker, for

two hundred and twenty-six years, the United
States Congress has expressed its highest re-
gard for exemplary and extraordinary accom-
plishments by awarding the Congressional
Gold Medal to its most outstanding citizens. It
is now time to include among these laureates
Dr. Dorothy Height, lifelong social worker,
internationally known and respected human
rights activist, who celebrated her 90th birth-
day earlier this year.

Dorothy Height, whose public service career
spans over 65 years, has created an enviable
legacy of advocacy and leadership in the
cause of social justice for the whole nation,
and particularly in her advocacy for the needs
and rights of women, children, and families.
She has constantly inspired others, from the
poor to world leaders, to achieve at the high-
est level. As an advisor to Presidents through
their First Ladies, Dr. Height has effected sig-
nificant change in the lives of not only African-
American women, but all women and their
loved ones. She counseled Eleanor Roosevelt
and prodded President Eisenhower to deseg-
regate the nation’s schools. She pressed
President Johnson to appoint black women to
sub-cabinet posts. As one of the ‘‘Big Six’’ civil
rights leaders, she was the only woman at the
table when Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and
others made plans for the civil rights move-
ment.

Dr. Height’s many achievements and her
distinguished service to the Nation and world
has earned her over 50 awards and honors
from local and State governments as well as
the Federal Government, including the fol-
lowing:

In 1965, she received the John F. Kennedy
Memorial Award from the National Council of
Jewish Women.

For her contributions in interfaith, interracial
and ecumenical movements for over thirty
years, she was awarded the Ministerial Inter-
faith Association Award in 1969.

In 1968, she received the Lovejoy Award,
the highest recognition by the Grand Lodge.
Elks of the World for outstanding contribution
to human relations.

In 1974, Ladies Home Journal named her
‘‘Woman of the Year’’ in recognition of her
work for human rights;

The Congressional Black Caucus presented
her with the William L. Dawson Award for dec-
ades of public service to people of color and
particularly women.

For her tireless efforts on behalf of the less
fortunate, President Ronald Reagan presented
Dr. Height the Citizens Medal Award for distin-
guished service in 1989, the year she also re-
ceived the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Free-
dom Medal from the Franklin and Eleanor
Roosevelt Institute.

In 1994, President Bill Clinton presented her
with the Presidential Medal of Freedom
Award.

Other awards include:
1993 Springarn Medal from the NAACP;
1993 Induction into the National Women’s

Hall of Fame;
1990 Oleander Foundation’s Generous

Heart Award;
1990 Camille Cosby World of Children

Award;
1987 Essence Award;
1990 Steller Award.
Dorothy Height has sought no reward, be-

cause her monumental achievements were
comfort and compensation enough. But this
Congress and the nation owe her a debt of
gratitude and should commission a Gold
Medal for all her contributions. In her own
words, ‘I want to be remembered as someone
who used herself and anything she could
touch to work for justice and freedom. I want
to be remembered as one who tried.’

It is with knowledge of your enthusiastic
support of these noble causes that we re-
spectfully request your endorsement of this
measure. Please contact Alice Holmes at
202–225–7086.

f

HONORING THE STATE OF ISRAEL
ON THE OCCASION OF ITS 54TH
INDEPENDENCE DAY

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the State of Israel and join in send-
ing our good wishes to the people of Israel, on
occasion of Israel’s 54th year of independ-
ence. Regrettably, commemoration of this im-
portant milestone comes at one of the darkest
and most isolated points in Israel’s 54-year
history. All over Israel, the traditional
celebratory activities have been canceled due
to increased security risks due to an unprece-
dented wave of suicide bombings that has
struck almost every corner of the country
since the intifada commenced.

Mr. Speaker, every year Israelis stand and
memorialize the soldiers who have given their
lives so that Israelis can continue to live free
in their land, and the next day Israelis cele-
brate their independence. It is no coincidence
that Israel’s Memorial Day and Independence
Day are observed side-by-side. For far too
many years in Israel’s history, death and inde-
pendence have been inexorably linked. Only
on Independence Day during the nearly disas-
trous Yom Kippur War of 1973 do Israelis re-
call being so threatened, and even then the
fighting was among soldiers at the front who
could be reasonably certain their wives and
children were not in imminent danger.

Mr. Speaker, in a recently-published poll
conducted by Israel’s largest daily newspaper,
Yediot Aharonot, 53% Israelis said they would
be afraid to celebrate Independence Day in an

open public place and definitely would not do
so. Living with the threat of terror is a new re-
ality for America after September 11th. Israelis
have had to live with the threat of violence al-
most every day, which has intensified since
January 2002.

Mr. Speaker, the breakdown of the peace
process in the Middle East and the recent es-
calation of violence should be a matter of
great concern to the United States. The United
States’ close friendship with Israel dates back
to May 14, 1948, when President Harry S.
Truman announced our recognition of this new
nation, within moments of its declaring inde-
pendence. Since that time, the United States
has, time-and-again, offered its support to
Israel in its struggle to survive and has played
in advancing the peace process. As history
has shown, strong U.S. leadership, particularly
from the President, is necessary if there is to
be any progress toward Mideast peace. That
is why Presidents Nixon, Ford, Carter,
Reagan, Bush, Clinton and now Bush, have all
involved themselves in the quest for an end to
the conflict. Today, the challenge is to help
guide Israel and its Palestinian neighbors back
on the path for peace.

Mr. Speaker, on this important day, I think
it is instructive to look back at what the late
Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin said,
when he received his Nobel Peace Prize in
1994, to understand Israel’s struggle for
peace. ‘‘We will pursue the course of peace
with determination and fortitude. We will not
let up. We will not give in. Peace will triumph
over all its enemies, because the alternative is
grimmer for us all. And we will prevail.’’

Mr. Speaker, my greatest hope for Israel on
it’s 54th Day of Independence is the realiza-
tion of its greatest hope—to live in peace with
its neighbors with security for its people.

f

NEW THOUGHTS TO MEET THE
CHALLENGES ON TERRORISM

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, this Saturday,
thousands of American citizens will gather in
Washington, DC to challenge the open-ended
war the United States is now waging. They
are right to do so, and the broader American
public would do well to listen.

Congress authorized a police action to ap-
prehend the conspirators behind the Sep-
tember 11 attack. Congress did not declare
war because the President did not ask Con-
gress to declare war. Yet, the Administration is
conducting itself as if it were engaged in a de-
clared war, sending military special operations
forces to many new countries and ramping up
defense spending. The Administration’s budg-
et contains real, inflation-adjusted spending in-
creases only for military spending. Non-military
spending is projected to remain flat, and fund-
ing for many important programs is decreased,
in spite of growing unmet needs. The list of
national priorities from which the Administra-
tion has taken away federal funds includes
education, housing for the elderly, health care,
and transportation.

This war footing will ultimately make the
world a more dangerous place. Already, the
Administration has derailed efforts to negotiate
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the termination of North Korea’s missile pro-
gram and undermined efforts by President
Khatami and other pro-reform Iranians to mod-
erate the policies of Islamic fundamentalists in
Iran. The Administration’s unilateral intention
to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, its abandonment of efforts to pass a
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and its re-
fusal to negotiate enforcement mechanisms
for the Biological Weapons Convention will
only compound this instability.

The protestors are also concerned about
having civil liberties and basic rights under-
mined at home. The USA PATRIOT Act,
which 65 of my colleagues and I opposed, al-
lows widespread wiretapping and internet sur-
veillance without judicial supervision. It also al-
lows secret searches without a warrant and
gives the Attorney General the power to deter-
mine what is and isn’t a domestic terrorist
group. The law allows the U.S. government to
imprison suspected terrorists for an indefinite
period of time without due process or access
to family members or lawyers. Last November,
the President announced his intention to es-
tablish military tribunals as well. The Adminis-
tration remains confused about extending
internationally recognized treatment under the
Geneva Convention.

The protestors’ central observation is that
these actions will likely have the opposite ef-
fect of what is intended—U.S. efforts intended
to quell international terrorism will provoke
more of it. History is replete with the unin-
tended and counterproductive consequences
of U.S. action: the U.S.-led embargo of Iraq,
which has led to the deaths of thousands of
Iraqi civilians, has solidified Saddam Hussein’s
hold on power. Our government secretly spon-
sored anti-Soviet fundamentalists in Afghani-
stan and this led to the rise of the Taliban and
their harboring of Osama bin Laden.

The path to ending terrorism, whether by in-
dividuals, organizations or nation states, is a
foreign or domestic policy based on social and
economic justice—not corporate concerns.
This is the hopeful premise of H.R. 2459, a bill
to create a Department of Peace. This Cabi-
net-level Department would serve to promote
nonviolence as an organizing principle in our
society. We should treat others as we would
want them to treat us. We should follow inter-
national law, if we want others to do so. We
should practice non-violence and encourage
non-violent conflict resolution whenever pos-
sible. We should stop supporting repressive
regimes, if we want democracy to flourish.

But that is not the path the Administration
has chosen. Those gathering in Washington,
DC believe we cannot stop terrorism with an
open-ended, permanent war. They believe the
time has come for new thinking in meeting the
challenges of terrorism. I believe they are
right.

f

INTRODUCTION OF TWO DUTY
SUSPENSION BILLS

HON. JUDY BIGGERT
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing two pieces of legislation that will
suspend the duties on two specific products
imported into the United States. Both are

chemicals used in the production of agricul-
tural herbicides.

Among the first herbicides to be registered
in the United States, 2,4-
Dicholorophenoxyacetic acid, otherwise re-
ferred to as 2,4-D, is used principally by farm-
ers to help protect crops from damage caused
by weeds. In addition to agricultural applica-
tions, 2,4-D has been widely used to control
broadleaf and woody plants on rangelands,
lawns, golf courses, forests, roadways, and
parks.

The other chemical, 2-Methyl-4-
chlorophenoxyacetic acid, otherwise referred
to as MCPA, is also an agricultural herbicide,
but controls a slightly different spectrum of
weeds. It was developed in the 1940’s, and
has been used since then to effectively control
a wide variety of broadleaf weeds in cereals,
grasses, flax, and non-crop areas.

Both chemicals are advantageous because
they offer: broad spectrum weed control; low
toxicity; low environmental persistence; little
evidence of weed resistance following dec-
ades of use; and relative cost advantages
over other chemical and non-chemical meth-
ods of weed control. In their long history,
these chemicals have been tested according
to modem standards and continue to meet
regulatory acceptability.

So why is it appropriate to suspend the du-
ties on these two chemicals?

First and foremost, MCPA is not produced
in the United States, so a duty on foreign im-
ports of this product only burdens American
businesses. As for 2,4-D, only our trading
partners with Normal Trade Relations currently
pay the duty on this product; the majority of
imports enter the United States duty-free
under the Generalized System of Preferences.
In this way, the duty undesirably discriminates
against our good trading partners, and there-
fore should be suspended.

Cost is another reason to suspend the duty
on these chemicals. Reducing costs is para-
mount in today’s depressed agricultural sector.
This bill helps agriculture producers and con-
sumers in this effort by suspending the duty
on critical herbicide inputs. In addition to help-
ing farmers reduce their costs, this legislation
would benefit the financially pressed federal,
state, county and municipal government agen-
cies that use these chemicals to maintain our
roads, forests, rangelands, and parks.

The cost of inputs is such an important fac-
tor affecting the global agricultural economy
that a proposal will be considered during the
next WTO multilateral round of international
trade negotiations to make all major agricul-
tural inputs duty free. This ‘‘Zero for Zero’’ ini-
tiative will relieve agricultural producers and
consumers from the unnecessary and burden-
some costs of numerous duties. In light of this
development, the legislation I introduce today
is timely.

By suspending the duty on two chemicals,
these bills lift a costly burden from American
businesses, stop the discrimination against our
close trading partners, and reduce input costs
for agriculture consumers and producers. I
urge my colleagues to support both bills, and
I look forward to working with the Ways and
Means Committee to include these bills in
comprehensive duty suspension legislation
that the Trade Subcommittee will consider in
the near future.

HONORING ARTHUR AND CLARICE
WORTZEL ON MARTHA’S VINE-
YARD

HON. WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, when Arthur
and Clarice Wortzel are honored this Sunday
on Martha’s Vineyard, it will be with mixed
feelings. We will wish the Wortzels well as
they embark on their new life in Wisconsin;
but we will miss the boundless community
spirit which has characterized their years on
the Island.

The Wortzels made Martha’s Vineyard their
home after many decades in the Foreign Serv-
ice of the United States. Over the course of
his distinguished career, Arthur Wortzel took
on a variety of sensitive assignments. Mr.
Wortzel and his wife, Clarice, became engag-
ing ambassadors of American interests and
values.

After retirement, the Wortzels put their skill
and resolve to work for the benefit of the year-
round community on Martha’s Vineyard—from
Community Services to the Foundation for Is-
land Health, from the Dukes County Health
Advisory Council to the Martha’s Vineyard He-
brew Center. No task was too small for their
kindness; no task was too large for their tal-
ent.

We’re delighted the Wortzels can join their
three children and their families in Wisconsin.
We wish the Wortzels well and look forward to
staying in close touch. Our community is bet-
ter for their commitment, and we’ll miss their
wit, warmth and wisdom until their first visit
back to the Island.

f

RECOGNIZING A CENTURY OF
SERVICE BY THE EL MONTE
WOMEN’S CLUB

HON. HILDA L. SOLIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the El Monte Women’s Club as they
celebrate their Centennial Anniversary of serv-
ice to the community.

On April 18, 1902, 34 women converted a
three-year old Shakespearean Club into the El
Monte Women’s Club. A year later, the El
Monte Women’s Club became chartered as a
San Gabriel Valley District, California Federa-
tion of Women’s Clubs. The guiding principle
of the Club is to unite women’s clubs and like
organizations throughout the world to benefit
and promote their common interests in edu-
cation, public welfare, moral values, civic, and
fine arts.

Throughout its 100 years, the El Monte
Women’s Club has instituted a tradition of
community service benefitting the residents of
El Monte. Today, the club is the largest non-
denominational women’s volunteer service or-
ganization in the city. Members of the club are
largely women that take great pride in their
commitment to provide scholarships for youth
in the community.

Among the many programs sponsored by
the club, the El Monte Women’s Club actively
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sponsors programs on gerontology, environ-
mental issues, and DARE Red Ribbon cele-
brations. Membership in the El Monte Wom-
en’s Club today consists of 65 women dedi-
cated to serving the community’s needs, while
providing opportunities to develop personal
leadership skills, educating the public, stimu-
lating civic consciousness and commemo-
rating women’s history.

It gives me great pride to honor and con-
gratulate the El Monte Women’s Club for its
100 years of contributions to the community.

f

CEDAR FALLS TO RECEIVE A 2002
GREAT AMERICAN MAIN STREET
AWARD

HON. JIM NUSSLE
OF IOWA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to share
some good news about a well-deserved award
bestowed recently upon Cedar Falls, Iowa.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation
rightfully chose Cedar Falls to receive a 2002
Great American Main Street Award. The
award recognizes America’s best efforts in his-
toric preservation-based commercial district re-
vitalization.

Mr. Speaker, as someone who has seen
first hand what this community has accom-
plished on behalf of its citizens, let me assure
you that this honor is wholly deserved.

Like many American communities, Cedar
Falls experienced a loss of jobs during the
1980s. By 1987, Cedar Falls’ historic business
district was in trouble and nearly vacant. Al-
though committed to their downtown business
district, the community struggled with a long-
term revitalization plan.

Today, only two storefronts are empty.
Today, downtown Cedar Falls is an attractive,
vibrant place to work and visit.

The Cedar Falls Community Main Street
program helped bring the community back to
life. The program supported inter-agency part-
nerships and the lead economic development
partner in the community.

Due to the dedication of the Cedar Falls
Community Main Street downtown develop-
ment group over the last 15 years, the area
has seen a net gain of 237 new jobs, 306
building renovations or improvements, with
$8.2 million in private funds invested in reha-
bilitation and another $5.6 million in property
acquisition. The group includes downtown
merchants, lifelong residents, and newcomers
who have discovered the newly preserved and
revitalized community.

I offer my sincere congratulations on this
award to the Cedar Falls residents who had
the vision and dedication to make such a dra-
matic difference in their community.

f

HONORING MILTON FISHER

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

HON. DARLENE HOOLEY
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to recognize the life and legacy of

one of our Nation’s leading sportsmen and en-
vironmentalists. Milton Lee Fischer, of
Nehalem, Oregon, recently passed away in a
traffic accident near his home in Nehalem.

Milton, who was a California native, was
one of the top fly-fishing guides in the world.
He was also a fierce advocate for maintaining
and improving the health of the streams he
fished. Despite the large number of trout and
steelhead that he caught, Milton nearly always
released the fish, including hatchery fish. Mil-
ton’s fly-fishing guests would be treated to les-
sons in conservation and biology, at the same
time learning from his expert fly-fishing tech-
nique.

Milton used a slack-line fly-fishing technique
developed in California for catching small
stream trout that very few people are able to
master. When most anglers would hang up
their fly rods for the winter steelhead season,
Milton would still be leading trips along the
small streams of Oregon’s northern coast.

The Oregonian newspaper quoted him as
saying, ‘‘You give me equal conditions and I
think I have as good or better chance of hook-
ing a winter steelhead as anyone with bait. In
fact, I’ll follow you downriver and still find the
fish.’’ Milton’s confidence came from his long
hours spent perfecting his casting, as well as
his broad knowledge of the biology and ecol-
ogy of the rivers he fished. His business, River
House and Pleasure Outfitters, was a favorite
among fishermen and sportsmen across the
country, including Oregon Governor John
Kitzhaber.

Mr. Speaker, very few people rise to the top
of their profession. The consensus among
both amateur and professional anglers is that
Milton Fischer was among a handful of the
most elite fly-fishermen in the world. Please
join me in honoring the memory of this out-
standing American.

f

HONORING CLIFTON J. SHIPMAN
FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE

HON. CHARLES H. TAYLOR
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor
one of Western North Carolina’s most out-
standing citizens, Mr. Clifton J. Shipman of
Hendersonville, on the occasion of his receiv-
ing the first-ever Community Service Award
given by the Hendersonville Merchants and
Business Association. On Wednesday, April
17th, 2002, the civic and business leaders of
Hendersonville gathered to pay tribute to
Cliff’s character, entrepreneurship, generosity
and community service in bestowing upon him
this prestigious award. Clifton J. Sliipman truly
exemplifies the best combination of the Amer-
ican spirit of enterprise coupled with service to
his community, and the following newspaper
story gives an account of why he is held in
such high esteem.

[From the Hendersonville Times-News, Apr.
18, 2002]

SHIPMAN RECEIVES FIRST COMMUNITY SERVICE
AWARD

(By Jim Wooldridge)
HENDERSONVILLE, NC.—A local entre-

preneur, known as much for his modesty as
for his business success, won the first ever
Community Service Award given Wednesday

night by the Hendersonville Merchants &
Business Association.

Clifton J. Shipman, 79, owner of the Char-
iot and the Cedars, plus much of the prop-
erty on both sides of Seventh Avenue down-
town, was chosen unanimously for the
award, said presenter Carolyn Swanner.

‘‘In reviewing his record, we found he
started more than 25 businesses here and was
operating 15 of them at the same time,’’
Swanner said. ‘‘And that was before we had
computers.’’

A third-generation native, Shipman start-
ed his enterprises between the time he ended
his World War II service in 1946 and his par-
tial retirement five years ago. He was prob-
ably best known, she said, for Clifton’s Cafe-
teria at the corner of Church Street and Sev-
enth Avenue. The building is now the Char-
iot, a dining room for private meetings and
for most of the Hendersonville civic clubs.

‘‘The impressive thing about Cliff was his
extraordinary modesty,’’ said Mac Drake, a
lifelong acquaintance who got his first job
from Shipman. ‘‘He never sought recognition
for charitable work that touched so many
people.’’ An example, he said, was Shipman’s
giving the former Lutheran church building
across Church Street from the Chariot to the
Reformation Presbyterian Church.

His first business was the Hendersonville
Riding Stables and Saddle Club, which of-
fered not only horseback riding but three
dances a week, many featuring big-name or-
chestras such as ‘‘Les Brown and His Band of
Renown.’’

This property, on State Street, was Clif-
ton’s home until he bought a farm in Flat
Rock several years ago. A barn on the prop-
erty is the theater for the Hendersonville
Little Theater company. He opened a news-
stand in 1948 in the Brooks Building on Third
Avenue West. It was named The Smoke Shop
and was popular with young people, Swanner
said. He opened his first restaurant, Clif-
ton’s, in the same building in 1950.

In 1951, he leased Hendersonville’s public
swimming pool on Washington Street and
ran it until 1954, when he sold it to the
American Legion. He started the Smoke-
house restaurant on Asheville Highway in
1954, a business which today is the Quarter
House.

He leased Boyd Park in 1954 and built a
miniature golf course, tennis courts, shuffle-
board courts, and a dance pavilion. In 1958 he
leased Jump-off Rock from the Town of Lau-
rel Park and built another dance pavilion,
this one with picnic area and gift shop.

Shipman converted a gasoline service sta-
tion on the Asheville Highway into Hender-
sonville’s first fast-food restaurant. It was a
huge success, Swanner said, because burgers,
fries and milkshakes were priced at 19 cents;
soft drinks, 5 cents.

Started in 1959, this restaurant was named
the Hasty Tasty. He built a new building for
it in 1962 on the corner of Church Street and
Eighth Avenue East. The building cost $3,800
and Shipman sold enough 19-cent burgers to
pay for it in four weeks, Swanner continued.

The Chicken Shack restaurant was another
converted service station he operated in on
Seventh Avenue West until 1995. It is now
used as a bus stop.

Concentrating on Church Street, Shipman
built his Minit Carwash in 1966 and the cafe-
teria two years later. Using the cafeteria’s
cooking capability, he bought the Chariot
building on Seventh Avenue in 1970 and made
it the main meeting place for service organi-
zations.

He bought the Cedars in 1976 and spent two
years restoring the former mansion as a lo-
cation for wedding receptions and dinner
meetings. His last major purchase was the
former post office, now called the Federal
Building, at the corner of Church Street and
Fourth Avenue East.
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LETTER FROM MICHAEL

HAYHURST, PARTNER IN BOISE,
IDAHO, OFFICE OF ARTHUR AN-
DERSEN

HON. C.L. ‘‘BUTCH’’ OTTER
OF IDAHO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
place into the public record the views of my
constituent, Michael Hayhurst of Boise, Idaho.
Michael is a partner in the Boise office of Ar-
thur Andersen and is deeply concerned for the
future of his firm and the well being of his fel-
low employees and their families. I urge the
Administration and others who are pursuing
the wrongdoers in the Enron collapse to re-
member that all of their actions impact the in-
nocent as well. It is my fervent hope that a
just settlement can be found that will ensure
that the guilty are adequately punished, retir-
ees are protected, and innocent men and
women can maintain their jobs and careers.

ARTHUR ANDERSEN, LLP,
Boise, ID, March 15, 2002.

U.S. Rep. BUTCH OTTER,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR U.S. REPRESENTATIVE BUTCH OTTER:
As one of your constituents, I would like you
to consider the following:

I am a partner of the Boise office of Arthur
Andersen. I was admitted to the partnership
on September 1, 2001 (last fall) and find it
necessary to provide information to you
about our Firm’s current situation and my-
self.

I was born and raised in Idaho. I grew up in
American Falls—a town of 3,000 people, just
west of Pocatello. As one would expect for an
accountant, I was somewhat of a bookworm
and did not participate much in the party
scene in school. I was, however, able to
maintain a 4.0 GPA (there was no extra cred-
it for college prep courses at that time) and
graduate as a co-valedictorian of the class of
1984. As an aside, I am also an Eagle Scout.

I attended Idaho State University for my
higher education and graduated in 1990 with
a double major in accounting and finance.
My college time was extended as I received a
Rotary scholarship to study in Australia be-
tween my junior and senior year. Through-
out college, I maintained a 3.93 GPA and at-
tained the highest score in the state of Idaho
on the CPA exam for individuals sitting for
the exam the spring of 1990.

I started my career with Arthur Andersen
June 3, 1990. I was, and still am, very proud
to be able to work with as fine of people as
I have had the opportunity to work with over
the last 11 years with Arthur Andersen. I
also am very proud of the history and the
culture of our firm. The coordinated attack
on our name and our people by congress and
the media does not do justice to, or represent
the true side of my firm or the 85,000 out-
standing individuals in my firm (28 thousand
of whom are located in the United States).

The rules we operate under have gotten in-
creasingly complex since I started with the
Firm. This includes both the accounting
rules under which our clients are required to
report financial information and the audit-
ing rules and standards under which we at-
tempt to provide reasonable assurance that
those financial statements are materially
correct. I will not bore you with the details,
but I can assure you that I have spent and
continue to spend a significant amount of
my time staying up-to-date on these rules
and that I come to work every day with

nothing but the intention of doing what is
right. I always strive to do the best job that
I can, for my Firm, my clients and the users
of their financial statements.

Also over the last eleven years, I have be-
come increasingly involved in the commu-
nity of which I am a part. I am currently
acting as the Treasurer of Fundsy, Inc., the
Ore-Ida Council of Boy Scouts and the Boise
River Festival. Not only do I commit a sig-
nificant amount of time to these activities
(much of which is during my workday and
using Firm resources—our culture has al-
ways been to give back to our communities,
which the Firm wholeheartedly supports
with monetary and other resources for our
people) but I also contribute monetarily to
these and other civic causes in the commu-
nity.

After being with Anderson for one year, I
met an R.N. working for St. Luke’s RMC and
we were married one year later. We now have
two children. My oldest son is five and will
be starting kindergarten next fall. He is in
swimming lessons at the local Y and this
spring and summer will participate in Y-Ball
(basketball) and T-Ball. My youngest son is
three and will begin preschool next fall. We
just found out that our youngest son has
amblyomiopia. He will now be wearing glass-
es and may have to patch his eye after the
next visit to the optometrist. My wife still
works as an R.N. and somehow finds time to
keep all of the men in her life under some
semblance of control.

I am trying to put a face on Arthur Ander-
sen for you, my representatives to our gov-
ernment, so that you understand that Ander-
sen is made up of people. The abridged story
above plays itself out 40 times, the number
of professionals we have in our Boise office,
locally and over 28 thousand times in com-
munities across the United States. All of us
are individuals at various stages in our ca-
reers. Over 99% of our professionals in the
United States have never worked on, or had
anything to do with, the Enron audit.

As I signed my Partner Agreement on Sep-
tember 1. I have had to come to the realiza-
tion that the loan I took out at that time to
provide my capital contribution to the Firm
will likely not be repaid from funds out of
my capital account, I can live with that.
What I cannot live with is the potential im-
pact that the Department of Justice’s posi-
tion will have on my people in this office.
This is not ‘‘justice’’ and has prompted me to
write to you. I am an American and as we
have all seen after the events of September
11, we can only be unjustly beaten down and
pushed around so long before we find our-
selves in a position of having to fight back.

Our position is that we are not guilty,
therefore we will not plead guilty. Also, we
believe that a fair reading of the facts is
summarized in the attached letter and our
law firm’s report on its investigation into
the document destruction matter would lead
anyone to the conclusion that this indict-
ment, and the manner in which it is being
pursued, is nothing but a gross abuse of
power that is being orchestrated for political
reasons.

Normally, I would say, ‘‘let the courts de-
cide.’’ However, the risk of enforcing a death
sentence on over 86,000 careers (28,000 in the
U.S.)—which has been amply pointed out in
the media—without ever having the oppor-
tunity for this to reach a free hearing in
trial, along with the fact that we have been
completely forthcoming and cooperative
throughout this process and that we have
agreed to significant changes without the en-
forcement of criminal charges, makes this
an unconscionable act by my government’s
officials.

Please take the time to read the following
information. I would be happy to answer any

questions you may have or provide addi-
tional information if necessary. You may
reach me at 208–387–4029.

Thank you for your time.
Very truly yours,

MICHAEL L. HAYHURST.

f

VETERANS’ MAJOR MEDICAL FA-
CILITIES CONSTRUCTION ACT OF
2002

HON. JERRY MORAN
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, as
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Health of
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, today I
and Ranking Democratic Member, Mr. FILNER
of California, introduce a bill to authorize the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to complete ten
construction projects to improve, renovate,
and update Veterans Affairs medical centers
across the country.

These older VA medical centers are in dire
need of repair, and our veterans need and de-
serve quality health care in modern, well main-
tained, and safe buildings. The Veterans’
Major Medical Facilities Construction Act is an
important step that would provide authority to
the Secretary to move forward on VA’s highest
construction priorities without further delay.
The bill authorizes appropriations for each
project, and limits each project to not exceed
the level authorized. The total amount author-
ized for these projects is $285 million. The
House VA Health Subcommittee will hold a
hearing on this proposal on April 24th.

The VA medical facilities receiving seismic
upgrades and corrections or seismic bracing
and anchorage of non-structural items include
facilities in Palo Alto, San Francisco, West Los
Angeles, Long Beach, and San Diego, Cali-
fornia. These upgrades will bring each facility
into conformance with current VA seismic
standards. Completion of these construction
projects will eliminate significant safety risks.

Cleveland, Ohio’s VA medical facility’s me-
chanical and electrical systems will be re-
placed. Installed in 1961, they are in dire need
of attention. Anchorage, Alaska’s project in-
volves the construction of a new combined
Veterans Affairs Department of Defense facil-
ity, which will help address the workload and
provide space for additional personnel. This
project reflects our interest in having these two
departments share health resources under
Public Law 97–174, the Veterans Administra-
tion and Department of Defense Health Re-
sources Sharing and Emergency Operations
Act. The VA Medical Center in West Haven,
Connecticut will see a variety of improve-
ments: renovations to inpatient wards to cor-
rect patient privacy inadequacies, consolida-
tion of support services, and corrections to de-
ficiencies in air quality, ADA accessibility, and
the general safety of patients and staff.

The construction project for the VA medical
facility in Tampa, Florida will relocate three
Spinal Cord Injury (SCI) inpatient wards and
ancillary support functions to the new SCI
building just dedicated in February 2002. This
will allow for more space and further expan-
sion of the facility.

The authorization level of $285 million is in-
cluded in the resolution on the budget ap-
proved by the House on March 20, 2002. Mr.
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Speaker, I am very pleased and encouraged
that the budget resolution the House approved
included the funding necessary for this bill. I
especially want to thank the Budget Com-
mittee Chairman, Mr. NUSSLE, and the Rank-
ing Member, Mr. SPRATT, for their under-
standing and support of these critical construc-
tion needs in the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues to
cosponsor and favorably consider this meas-
ure to improve the hospitals and clinics in
which veterans receive their health care. We
have no greater responsibility than to ensure
VA facilities are safe and up-to-date. This bill
will aid us in that effort and I am proud to in-
troduce it and urge its early passage.

f

NATIVE AMERICAN SACRED SITES

HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, Native
American sacred lands are under attack as
never before in this country and we must work
together and be willing to put teeth into legis-
lation to protect these lands once and for all.

The Native Hawaiians in my district are very
spiritual and instinctively honor that which we
receive from nature. Indeed the goddess of
fire, ‘‘Pele’’ working through the volcanoes cre-
ated most of the great State of Hawaii. She is
still very active and very honored.

There are specific areas in my state which
are sacred to the Native Hawaiians. Although
the areas do not have a large steeple or
white-washed fence around them, they none-

theless deserve to be respected and pro-
tected.

We have begun remediation on the sacred
island of Kahoolawe and protected it from fur-
ther destruction as a military bombing range.
But there is so much more to be done.

The problem is that we have a few laws that
dance around the idea of protecting native sa-
cred lands which use words like ‘‘consultation’’
or ‘‘accommodate’’ but are inadequate to sim-
ply stop potential desecration.

Occasionally, we are able to stop the mining
of one sacred site, or the demolition of an-
other. But the time has come for Congress to
enact strong legislation to protect Native
American sacred lands.

f

HONORING REVEREND ROBERT R.
BLYTHE FOR HIS SPIRITUAL
GUIDANCE

HON. ERNIE FLETCHER
OF KENTUCKY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 18, 2002
Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise

to honor Reverend Robert R. Blythe for his
life-long commitment to the educational and
spiritual development of residents in Rich-
mond, Kentucky and the surrounding commu-
nities.

Born and raised in Richmond, Reverend
Blythe is a shining product of the local public
school system. He was educated in the Rich-
mond School System before earning his bach-
elor’s degree in math education at Eastern
Kentucky University, where he was elected
President of the class of 1971.

Following graduation, he went home to the
local school system to begin his distinguished

teaching career. He was named the Jaycees
Outstanding Young Educator in 1974, and he
received the Jaycees Outstanding Young Man
of America Award in both 1978 and in 1985.

In 1981, Reverend Blythe joined the First
Baptist Church in Richmond as their Pastor;
he was a worthy shepherd to lead the local
flock. In 1986, he received his Master of Divin-
ity with Pastoral Emphasis from the Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville,
Kentucky.

Reverend Blythe taught at Madison High
School in Richmond and at Madison Southern
High School in Berea as a mathematics and
French instructor. He continues to educate
Kentucky’s future as a mathematics instructor
at his alma mater, Eastern Kentucky Univer-
sity.

Reverend Blythe has had a significant im-
pact on the Richmond community and its resi-
dents. He has served on the Kentucky Human
Rights Commission, the Youth Leadership
Madison County Advisory Committee and the
Governor’s Health Care Data Commission. He
continues to serve as the President of the
Madison County Branch of the NAACP.

Mr. Speaker, Reverend Blythe represents
what is right about America. He demonstrates
a willingness to sacrifice his own needs to fos-
ter and improve the lives of others. I am con-
vinced that the lives of Central Kentucky resi-
dents have been and will continue to be
blessed by Reverend Blythe’s presence. I ask
my colleagues to join me in congratulating
Reverend Blythe for his twenty years of serv-
ice at the First Baptist Church and for his life-
long service to the residents of Richmond,
Kentucky.
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

Senate passed H.R. 3525, U.S. Border Security.
The House agreed to the Senate amendment to H.R. 586, Tax Relief

Guarantee Act of 2002 with an amendment.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S2871–S2991
Measures Introduced: Twenty-two bills and one
resolution were introduced, as follows: S.
2194–2215, and S. Res. 246.                      Pages S2950–51

Measures Reported:
H. Con. Res. 243, expressing the sense of the

Congress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor should be presented to the public safety offi-
cers who have perished and select other public safety
officers who deserve special recognition for out-
standing valor above and beyond the call of duty in
the aftermath of the terrorist attacks in the United
States on September 11, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 66, to express the sense of the Con-
gress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor
should be awarded to public safety officers killed in
the line of duty in the aftermath of the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 75, to express the sense of the Con-
gress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor
should be presented to public safety officers killed or
seriously injured as a result of the terrorist attacks
perpetrated against the United States on September
11, 2001, and to those who participated in the
search, rescue and recovery efforts in the aftermath
of those attacks.                                                           Page S2950

Measures Passed:
U.S. Border Security: By a unanimous vote of 97

yeas (Vote No. 75), Senate passed H.R. 3525, to en-
hance the border security of the United States, after
taking action on the following amendments proposed
thereto:                                                                    Pages S2916–32

Adopted:
Byrd Amendment No. 3163, to substitute Octo-

ber 26, 2004, for October 26, 2003, for the achieve-

ment of requirements with respect to machine-read-
able, tamper-resistant entry and exit documents.
                                                                                    Pages S2921–23

Byrd Amendment No. 3164, to increase the pen-
alty for noncompliance with the requirements to
provide manifest information.                      Pages S2923–24

Kennedy Amendment No. 3160, to make certain
managers’ amendments to the bill.                   Page S2924

By a unanimous vote of 97 yeas (Vote No. 73)
Byrd Amendment No. 3161, to revise provisions re-
lating to the compliance by institutions and other
entities with record keeping and reporting require-
ments with respect to nonimmigrant students and
exchange visitors.                                  Pages S2918–20, S2931

By a unanimous vote of 97 yeas (Vote No. 74)
Byrd Amendment No. 3162, to require as a condi-
tion of a country’s designation or continued designa-
tion as a program country under the Visa Waiver
Program that the country reports to the United
States Government the theft of blank passports
issued by that country.                       Pages S2920–21, S2931

Technical Amendments: Senate passed H.R. 861,
to make technical amendments to section 10 of title
9, United States Code, clearing the measure for the
President.                                                                        Page S2989

National Biotechnology Week: Committee on the
Judiciary was discharged from further consideration
of S. Res. 243, designating the week of April 21
through April 28, 2002, as ‘‘National Biotechnology
Week’’, and the resolution was then agreed to.
                                                                                            Page S2989

Enhanced Penalties for Enabling Terrorists Act:
Committee on the Judiciary was discharged from
further consideration of S. 1981, to enhance penalties
for fraud in connection with identification docu-
ments that facilitates an act of domestic terrorism,
and the bill was then passed.                               Page S2989
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Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor: Senate
agreed to H. Con. Res. 243, expressing the sense of
the Congress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor should be presented to the public safety offi-
cers who have perished and select other public safety
officers who deserve special recognition for out-
standing valor above and beyond the call of duty in
the aftermath of the terrorist attacks in the United
States on September 11, 2001.                    Pages S2989–90

Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor: Senate
agreed to S. Con. Res. 75, to express the sense of the
Congress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor should be presented to public safety officers
killed or seriously injured as a result of the terrorist
attacks perpetrated against the United States on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, and to those who participated in
the search, rescue and recovery efforts in the after-
math of those attacks.                                              Page S2990

Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor: Senate
agreed to S. Con. Res. 66, to express the sense of the
Congress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor should be awarded to public safety officers
killed in the line of duty in the aftermath of the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001.      Pages S2990–91

Energy Policy Act: Senate continued consideration
of S. 517, to authorize funding for the Department
of Energy to enhance its mission areas through tech-
nology transfer and partnerships for fiscal years 2002
through 2006, taking action on the following
amendments proposed thereto:
                                             Pages S2871–S2906, S2911–16, S2936

Adopted:
Bingaman (for Carnahan) Modified Amendment

No. 3015 (to Amendment No. 2917), to require a
National Academy of Sciences study of procedures
for the selection and assessment of certain routes for
the shipment of spent nuclear fuel from research nu-
clear reactors.                                                  Pages S2898–S2901

Bingaman (for Voinovich) Modified Amendment
No. 3024 (to Amendment No. 2917), to promote
the safe and efficient supply of energy while main-
taining strong environmental protections.
                                                                             Pages S2898–S2901

Bingaman (for Grassley) Modified Amendment
No. 3078 (to Amendment No. 2917), to require the
General Services Administration to conduct a study
regarding Federal procurement initiatives relating to
use of recycled products and fleet and transportation
efficiency.                                                         Pages S2898–S2901

Bingaman (for Dorgan) Amendment No. 3141 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to promote a plan that
would enhance and accelerate the development of
fuel cell technology to result in the deployment of
2.5 million hydrogen-fueled fuel cell vehicles by
2020.                                                                  Pages S2898–S2901

Bingaman (for Cantwell) Amendment No. 3148
(to Amendment No. 2917), to improve energy effi-
ciency in industries that use high power density fa-
cilities.                                                                     Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Reid) Amendment No. 3149 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to authorize the Secretary of
Energy to carry out research in the use of precious
metals in catalysis for the purpose of developing im-
proved catalytic converters.                           Pages S2901–04

Bingaman Amendment No. 3150 (to Amendment
No. 2917), to provide for a report on energy savings
and water use.                                                      Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Schumer) Amendment No. 3151
(to Amendment No. 2917), to provide funds to
States to establish and carry out energy efficient ap-
pliance rebate programs.                                 Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Landrieu) Amendment No. 3152
(to Amendment No. 2917), to assist small businesses
to become more energy efficient.               Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Corzine) Amendment No. 3153 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to establish energy effi-
ciency provisions for public housing agencies.
                                                                                    Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 3154
(to Amendment No. 2917), to provide for cleaner
school buses.                                                         Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Lincoln) Amendment No. 3155 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to direct the Secretary of
Energy to establish a decommissioning pilot pro-
gram to decommission and decontaminate the so-
dium-cooled fast breeder experimental test-site reac-
tor located in northwest Arkansas.            Pages S2901–04

Bingaman (for Murkowski) Amendment No. 3156
(to Amendment No. 2917), to provide for certain
clean coal funding.                                             Pages S2901–04

By 88 yeas to 10 nays (Vote No. 72), Murkowski
Amendment No. 3159 (to Amendment No. 2917),
to make the United States energy policy toward Iraq
consistent with the national security policies of the
United States.                                                       Pages S2911–16

Withdrawn:
Stevens Amendment No. 3133 (to Amendment

No. 3132), to create jobs for Americans, to strength-
en the United States steel industry, to reduce de-
pendence on foreign sources of crude oil and energy,
and to promote national security.                      Page S2872

Kerry/McCain Amendment No. 2999 (to Amend-
ment No. 2917), to provide for increased average
fuel economy standards for passenger automobiles
and light trucks.                                    Pages S2872, S2890–93

Schumer Amendment No. 3030 (to Amendment
No. 2917), to strike the section establishing a re-
newable fuel content requirement for motor vehicle
fuel.                                                                    Pages S2872, S2894
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Lott Amendment No. 3028 (to Amendment No.
2917), to provide for the fair treatment of Presi-
dential judicial nominees.                       Pages S2872, S2904

Graham Amendment No. 3070 (to Amendment
No. 2917), to clarify the provisions relating to the
Renewable Portfolio Standard.             Pages S2872, S2904

Pending:
Daschle/Bingaman Further Modified Amendment

No. 2917, in the nature of a substitute.
                                             Pages S2871–S2906, S2911–16, S2936

Dayton/Grassley Amendment No. 3008 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to require that Federal
agencies use ethanol-blended gasoline and biodiesel-
blended diesel fuel in areas in which ethanol-blended
gasoline and biodiesel-blended diesel fuel are avail-
able.                                                                   Pages S2872, S2893

Landrieu/Kyl Amendment No. 3050 (to Amend-
ment No. 2917), to increase the transfer capability
of electric energy transmission systems through par-
ticipant-funded investment.                                  Page S2872

Schumer/Clinton Amendment No. 3093 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to prohibit oil and gas
drilling activity in Finger Lakes National Forest,
New York.                                                                     Page S2872

Dayton Amendment No. 3097 (to Amendment
No. 2917), to require additional findings for FERC
approval of an electric utility merger.             Page S2872

Feinstein/Boxer Amendment No. 3115 (to
Amendment No. 2917), to modify the provision re-
lating to the renewable content of motor vehicle fuel
to eliminate the required volume of renewable fuel
for calendar year 2004.                                            Page S2872

Murkowski/Breaux/Stevens Amendment No. 3132
(to Amendment No. 2917), to create jobs for Ameri-
cans, to reduce dependence on foreign sources of
crude oil and energy, to strengthen the economic self
determination of the Inupiat Eskimos and to pro-
mote national security.                                            Page S2872

Reid Amendment No. 3145 (to Amendment No.
3008), to require that Federal agencies use ethanol-
blended gasoline and biodiesel-blended diesel fuel in
areas in which ethanol-blended gasoline and bio-
diesel-blended diesel fuel are available.           Page S2893

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following actions:

By 36 yeas to 64 nays (Vote No. 70), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected the motion
to close further debate on Stevens Amendment No.
3133 (to Amendment No. 3132), listed above.
                                                                                            Page S2890

By 46 yeas to 54 nays (Vote No. 71), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected the motion
to close further debate on Murkowski/Breaux/Stevens
Amendment No. 3132 (to Amendment No. 2917),
listed above.                                                                  Page S2890

Gramm/Kyl Amendment No. 3144 (to Amend-
ment No. 2999), to make permanent the repeal of
the death tax, fell when Kerry/McCain Amendment
No. 2999 (to Amendment No. 2917), listed above,
was withdrawn.                                                   Pages S2890–93

A motion was entered to close further debate on
Daschle/Bingaman Further Modified Amendment
No. 2917 (listed above) and, in accordance with the
provisions of Rule XXII of the Standing Rules of
the Senate, a cloture vote will occur on Tuesday,
April 23, 2002.                                                           Page S2936

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill at 2 p.m.,
on Monday, April 22, 2002. Further, that Senators
have until 1:30 p.m., to file first degree amend-
ments.                                                                               Page S2991

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nomination:

By a unanimous vote of 94 yeas (Vote No. EX.
76), Legrome D. Davis, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania.                                     Pages S2932–35, S2991

Messages From the House:                       Pages S2948–49

Executive Communications:                     Pages S2949–50

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S2950

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S2951–52

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions:
                                                                                    Pages S2952–77

Additional Statements:                                Pages S2938–48

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S2977–88

Notices of Hearings/Meetings:                        Page S2988

Authority for Committees to Meet:     Pages S2988–89

Privilege of the Floor:                                          Page S2989

Record Votes: Seven record votes were taken today.
(Total—76)            Pages S2890, S2916, S2931, S2932, S2935

Adjournment: Senate met at 9:45 a.m., and ad-
journed at 8:40 p.m., until 1 p.m., on Monday,
April 22, 2002. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S2991).
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Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS—ENERGY AND WATER
DEVELOPMENT
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development concluded hearings on pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year 2003 for en-
ergy and water development programs, after receiv-
ing testimony in behalf of funds for their respective
activities from Jessie H. Roberson, Assistant Sec-
retary for Environmental Management, and David
Garman, Assistant Secretary for Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy, both of the Department of
Energy.

APPROPRIATIONS—TREASURY LAW
ENFORCEMENT
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury and General Government concluded hearings on
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2003 for
Department of the Treasury, focusing on the United
States Customs Service, after receiving testimony
from Robert C. Bonner, Commissioner, United
States Customs Service, and Jimmy Gurule, Under
Secretary for Enforcement, both of the Department
of the Treasury.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee ordered favorably reported the following
business items:

S. 1991, to establish a national rail passenger
transportation system, reauthorize Amtrak, improve
security and service on Amtrak, with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute;

S. 2039, to expand aviation capacity in the Chi-
cago area, with an amendment in the nature of a
substitute;

S. 1220, to authorize the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to establish a grant program for the rehabili-
tation, preservation, or improvement of railroad
track, with amendments;

S. 1739, to authorize grants to improve security
on over-the-road buses;

S. 1750, to make technical corrections to the
HAZMAT provisions of the USA PATRIOT Act,
with an amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1871, to direct the Secretary of Transportation
to conduct a rail transportation security risk assess-
ment, with amendments;

H.R. 2546, to amend title 49, United States
Code, to prohibit States from requiring a license or
fee on account of the fact that a motor vehicle is

providing interstate pre-arranged ground transpor-
tation service, with amendments; and

The nominations of Vice Admiral Thad W. Allen,
to be Chief of Staff, Rear Admiral Thomas J. Bar-
rett, to be Vice Admiral, Vice Commandant, Rear
Admiral James D. Hull, to be Vice Admiral, Com-
mander, Atlantic Area, and Rear Admiral Terry M.
Cross, to be Vice Admiral, Commander, Pacific
Area, all of the United States Coast Guard, Depart-
ment of Transportation.

NATIONAL HERITAGE AREAS
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on National Parks concluded hearings on
S. 1441/H.R. 695, to establish the Oil Region Na-
tional Heritage Area, S. 1526, to establish the Ara-
bia Mountain National Heritage Area in the State of
Georgia, S. 1638, to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to study the suitability and feasibility of
designating the French Colonial Heritage Are in the
State of Missouri as a unit of the National Park Sys-
tem, S. 1809/H.R. 1776, to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to study the suitability and feasibility
of establishing the Buffalo Bayou National Heritage
Area in west Houston, Texas, S. 1939, to establish
the Great Basin National Heritage Area, Nevada and
Utah, and S. 2033, to authorize appropriations for
the John H. Chafee Blackstone River Valley Na-
tional Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts and Rhode
Island, after receiving testimony from Senators Reid,
Cleland, Santorum, and Chafee; Brenda Barrett, Na-
tional Coordinator for Heritage Areas, National Park
Service, Department of the Interior; James Baker,
Missouri Department of Natural Resources, St. Gen-
evieve; Denys M. Koyle, Great Basin Heritage Area
Partnership, Baker, Nevada; Ronald E. Shoup, Oil
City Area Chamber of Commerce, Oil City, Pennsyl-
vania; and Kelly Jordan, Arabia Mountain Heritage
Area Alliance, Lithonia, Georgia.

CORPORATE GOVERNANCE
Committee on Finance: Committee held hearings to ex-
amine corporate governance and executive compensa-
tion, focusing on non-qualified deferred compensa-
tion, split dollar life insurance, and stock based com-
pensation, receiving testimony from Senators Levin
and Enzi; Carolyn Kay Brancato, The Conference
Board, Ira T. Kay, Watson Wyatt Worldwide, and
John H. Biggs, TIAA–CREF, all of New York, New
York; Sarah Teslik, Council of Institutional Inves-
tors, Washington, D.C.; Robert C. Pozen, Harvard
University, Cambridge, Massachusetts; Kathryn J.
Kennedy, John Marshall Law School Center for Tax
Law and Employee Benefits, Chicago, Illinois; and
Mark G. Heesen, National Venture Capital Associa-
tion, Arlington, Virginia.

Hearings recessed subject to call.
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TERRORIST THREAT
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee met in
closed session to receive a briefing on issues relating
to the threat of nuclear or radiological terrorism
from representatives of the intelligence community.

PUBLIC HEALTH PREPAREDNESS FOR
TERRORISM
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee con-
cluded hearings to examine the state of public health
preparedness for terrorism involving weapons of mass
destruction, including federal efforts to coordinate
and communicate with public health and law en-
forcement agencies in the event of a terrorist attack
with public health implications, and certain budg-
etary requirements to implement homeland security
measures, after receiving testimony from Tommy G.
Thompson, Secretary of Health and Human Services;
Margaret A. Hamburg, Nuclear Threat Initiative,
and Thomas L. Milne, National Association of Coun-
ty and City Health Officials, both of Washington,
D.C.; and Thomas V. Inglesby, Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity School of Medicine, Baltimore, Maryland, on
behalf of the Johns Hopkins Center for Civilian Bio-
defense Strategies.

WORKPLACE INJURY
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings to examine workplace
injury issues, focusing on musculoskeletal disorders
(MSDs) and ergonomics, after receiving testimony
from Elaine L. Chao, Secretary of Labor; Jacqueline
Nowell, United Food and Commercial Workers
International Union, Washington, D.C.; Paul A.
Fontana, Fontana Center for Work Rehabilitation,
Inc., Lafayette, Louisiana; and Melody Purvis, Indi-
anapolis, Indiana.

ALASKA NATIVE SUBSISTENCE AND
FISHING RIGHTS
Committee on Indian Affairs: On Wednesday, April
17, committee concluded oversight hearings to ex-
amine the implementation of Title VIII of the Alas-
ka National Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA) and the status of the exercise of subsist-
ence hunting and fishing rights by Alaska Natives
in Alaska, after receiving testimony from Rosita
Worl, Sealaska Heritage Institute, on behalf of the
Alaska Federation of Natives, and Gordon Jackson,
Southeast Alaska Intertribal Fish and Wildlife Com-
mission, both of Juneau, Alaska; Robert T. Ander-
son, University of Washington Native American Law
Center, Seattle; Andy Golia, Bristol Bay Native As-
sociation, Dillingham, Alaska; Arthur Lake, Associa-
tion of Village Council Presidents, Bethel, Alaska;
George Yaska, Tanana Chiefs Conference, Fairbanks,
Alaska; Charles Johnson, Alaska Nanuuq Commis-

sion, Nome; Mike Williams, Alaska Inter-Tribal
Council, and Jeanine Kennedy, Rural Alaska Com-
munity Action Program, Inc., both of Anchorage;
Mary Pete, Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
Washington, D.C.; and Mitch Demientieff, Federal
Subsistence Board, Nenanna, Alaska.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

H. Con. Res. 243, expressing the sense of the
Congress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor should be presented to the public safety offi-
cers who have perished and select other public safety
officers who deserve special recognition for out-
standing valor above and beyond the call of duty in
the aftermath of the terrorist attacks in the United
States on September 11, 2001;

S. Con. Res. 66, to express the sense of the Con-
gress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor
should be awarded to public safety officers killed in
the line of duty in the aftermath of the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001;

S. Con. Res. 75, to express the sense of the Con-
gress that the Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor
should be presented to public safety officers killed or
seriously injured as a result of the terrorist attacks
perpetrated against the United States on September
11, 2001, and to those who participated in the
search, rescue and recovery efforts in the aftermath
of those attacks;

S. 864, to express the sense of the Congress that
the Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor should be
presented to public safety officers killed or seriously
injured as a result of the terrorist attacks perpetrated
against the United States on September 11, 2001,
and to those who participated in the search, rescue
and recovery efforts in the aftermath of those attacks,
with an amendment in the nature of a substitute;
and

The nominations of Jeffrey R. Howard, of New
Hampshire, to be United States Circuit Judge for
the First Circuit, Percy Anderson, to be United
States District Judge for the Central District of Cali-
fornia, Michael M. Baylson, to be United States Dis-
trict Judge for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania,
William C. Griesbach, to be United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of Wisconsin, Joan E.
Lancaster, to be United States District Judge for the
District of Minnesota, Cynthia M. Rufe, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania, John F. Walter, to be United States
District Judge for the Central District of California,
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Mary Ann Solberg, of Michigan, to be Deputy Di-
rector, and Barry D. Crane, of Virginia, to be Dep-
uty Director for Supply Reduction, both of the Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, and Frank DeArmon

Whitney, to be United States Attorney for the East-
ern District of North Carolina, and Debra W. Yang,
to be United States Attorney for the Central District
of California, both of the Department of Justice.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Measures Introduced: 59 public bills, H.R.
4481–4539; 4 private bills, H.R. 4540–4543; and 8
resolutions, H. Con. Res. 381–384 and H. Res.
391–394, were introduced.                           Pages H1482–84

Reports Filed: No reports were filed today.
Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest Chaplain, Rev. Ronald S. Escalante, Good
Shepherd Catholic Church of Alexandria, Virginia.
                                                                                            Page H1413

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal of Wednesday, April 17 by a yea and
nay vote of 369 yeas to 52 nays, Roll No. 99.
                                                                      Pages H1413, H1417–18

Motion to Instruct Conferees on the Farm Secu-
rity Act: The House agreed to the Smith of Michi-
gan motion to instruct conferees on H.R. 2646, an
act to provide for the continuation of agricultural
programs through fiscal year 2011, to agree to the
provisions contained in section 169(a) of the Senate
amendment, relating to payment limitations for
commodity programs; and to insist upon an increase
in funding for conservation programs, in effect as of
January 1, 2002, that are extended by title II of the
Senate amendment; and research programs that are
amended or established by title VII of the House
bill or title VII of the Senate amendment by a yea
and nay vote of 265 yeas to 158 nays, Roll No. 100.
The motion was debated on Wednesday, April 17.
                                                                                            Page H1418

Tax Relief Guarantee Act of 2002: By a recorded
vote of 229 ayes to 198 noes, Roll No. 103, the
House agreed to the Senate amendment to H.R.
586, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to provide that the exclusion from gross income for
foster care payments shall also apply to payments by
qualified placement agencies with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute made in order by the rule
and printed in H. Rept. 107–412. The title was
amended to as to read: ‘‘A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue code of 1986 to make permanent the tax
reductions enacted by the Economic Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 and to protect tax-

payers and ensure accountability of the Internal Rev-
enue Service.’’                                                       Pages H1429–52

Agreed to H. Res. 390, the rule that provided for
consideration of the Senate amendment by a recorded
vote of 218 ayes to 205 noes, Roll No. 102. Earlier,
agreed to order the previous question by a yea and
nay vote of 219 yeas to 206 nays, Roll No. 101.
                                                                                    Pages H1418–29

Late Report: The Committee on the Judiciary re-
ceived permission to have until midnight on Mon-
day, April 22 to file a report on H.R. 3231, Immi-
gration Reform and Accountability Act.       Page H1453

Committee Resignation: Read a letter from Rep-
resentative Cooksey wherein he announced his res-
ignation from the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.                                                               Page H1453

Committee Election: The House agreed to H. Res.
391, electing Representative Wilson of South Caro-
lina to the Committee on Education and the Work-
force and Representative Sullivan to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.              Page H1453

Legislative Program: The Majority Leader an-
nounced the Legislative Program for the week of
April 22nd.                                                           Pages H1452–53

Meeting Hour—Monday, March 11: Agreed that
when the House adjourns today, it adjourn to meet
at 2 p.m. on Monday, April 22.                        Page H1453

Meeting Hour—Tuesday, March 12: Agreed that
when the House adjourns on Monday, April 22, it
adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 23
for morning hour debate.                                       Page H1453

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed to dispense with the
Calendar Wednesday business of Wednesday, April
24.                                                                                      Page H1453

Motions to Instruct Conferees on the Farm Secu-
rity Act: The House completed debate on the
Dooley motion to instruct conferees on H.R. 2646,
an act to provide for the continuation of agricultural
programs through fiscal year 2011, to agree to the
provisions contained in section 335 of the Senate
amendment, relating to agricultural trade with
Cuba. Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
postponed the vote on the motion.           Pages H1453–62
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The House also completed debate on the Baca
motion to instruct conferees on H.R. 2646, the Farm
Security Act, to agree to provisions contained in Sec-
tion 452 of the Senate amendment, relating to res-
toration of benefits to children, legal immigrants
who work, refugees, and the disabled. Pursuant to
clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair postponed the vote
on the motion.                                                     Pages H1462–70

Joint Economic Committee Membership: The
Chair announced the Speaker’s appointment of Rep-
resentative Hill to the Joint Economic Committee.
                                                                                            Page H1470

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
today appears on page H1413.
Referral: S. 1533 was held at the Desk.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Three yea and nay votes and
two recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H1417,
H1418, H1428, H1428–29, H1452. There were no
quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 6:27 p.m.

Committee Meetings
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE AND
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State and Judiciary held a hearing on
Bureau of Prisons. Testimony was heard from Kath-
leen Hawk Sawyer, Director, Bureau of Prisons, De-
partment of Justice.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on District
of Columbia held a hearing on Economic Develop-
ment. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the District of Columbia: Eric Price, Deputy
Mayor, Planning and Economic Development; Stan-
ley Jackson, Director, Department of Housing and
Community Development, and Michael Kelly, Direc-
tor, Housing Authority; John M. Derrick, Jr., Chair-
man, Greater Washington Board of Trade; the fol-
lowing officials of the National Capital Revitaliza-
tion Corporation: John Roderick Heller, Chairman;
and Lloyd D. Smith, Acting President and CEO;
Charlene Drew Jarvis, Chairwoman, Board of Trust-
ees, Chamber of Commerce, District of Columbia;
and Michael Rogers, Executive Director, Metropoli-
tan Washington Council of Governments.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs
held a hearing on Fiscal Year 2002 Supplemental

and Fiscal Year 2003 Regular Appropriations Re-
quests for Security Assistance and Assistance to the
Front Line States. Testimony was heard from Rich-
ard C. Armitage, Deputy Secretary, Department of
State.

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Interior
continued appropriation hearings. Testimony was
heard from Members of Congress.

LABOR, HHS, EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education contin-
ued appropriation hearings. Testimony was heard
from Members of Congress.

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury, Postal Service, and General Government held a
hearing on Customs/Trade Issue. Testimony was
heard from Douglas M. Browning, Deputy Commis-
sioner Designee, U.S. Customs Service, Department
of the Treasury, and public witnesses.

VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies held a hearing on
American Battle Monuments Commission, on Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, and on Chemical
Safety and Hazard Investigation Board. Testimony
was heard from Gen. John Herling, USA, (Ret.),
Secretary, American Battle Monuments Commission;
Thomas Moore, Acting Chairman, Consumer Prod-
uct Safety Commission; and the following officials of
the Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board:
Mary Sheila Gall, Commissioner; Gerald Poje, M.D.,
Isadore Rosenthal, and Andrea Kidd Taylor, M.D.,
all members of the Board.

WORKING TOWARD INDEPENDENCE ACT
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on 21st Century Competitiveness ap-
proved for full Committee action, as amended, H.R.
4092, Working Toward Independence Act of 2002.

SPECIAL EDUCATION FINANCE
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Education Reform held a hearing on
Special Education Finance at the Federal, State and
Local Levels. Testimony was heard from public wit-
nesses.
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PROTECTION OF LAWFUL COMMERCE IN
ARMS ACT
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Commerce, Trade, and Consumer Protection held a
hearing on H.R. 2037, Protection of Lawful Com-
merce in Arms Act. Testimony was heard from pub-
lic witnesses.

REVIEW PROPOSED NUCLEAR WASTE
REPOSITORY IN NEVADA
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Energy and Air Quality, hearing entitled ‘‘A Review
of the President’s Recommendation to Development
a Nuclear Waste Repository at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada.’’ Testimony was heard from Senator Ensign;
Representatives Gibbons and Berkeley; Spencer
Abraham, Secretary of Energy; Greta Joy Dicus,
Commissioner, NRC; Jeffrey R. Holmstead, Assist-
ant Administrator, Air and Radiation, EPA; Gary
Jones, Director, Natural Resources and Environment
Team, GAO; Jared L. Cohon, Chairman, U.S. Nu-
clear Waste Technical Review Board; and public
witnesses.

ENCOURAGING CAPITAL FORMATION
Committee on Financial Services: Subcommittee on Do-
mestic Monetary Policy, Technology, and Economic
Growth held a hearing entitled ‘‘Encouraging Cap-
ital Formation in Key Sectors of the Economy.’’ Tes-
timony was heard from public witnesses.

AUTISM EPIDEMIC
Committee on Government Reform: Held a hearing on
‘‘The Autism Epidemic—Is the NIH and CDC Re-
sponse Adequate?’’ Testimony was heard from Steven
Foote, Director, Division of Neuroscience and Basic
Behavioral Science, National Institute of Mental
Health, NIH, Department of Health and Human
Services; and public witnesses.

CHAD-CAMEROON PIPELINE
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
Africa held a hearing on The Chad-Cameroon Pipe-
line: A New Model for Natural Resource Develop-
ment. Testimony was heard from Donal Norland,
former U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of Chad;
and public witnesses.

AMERICAN INTERESTS IN MIDDLE EAST—
IMPACT OF INCITEMENT, ANTI-AMERICAN
AND ANTI-SEMITIC PROPAGANDA
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
the Middle East and South Asia held a hearing on
Words Have Consequences: The Impact of Incite-
ment, Anti-American and Anti-Semitic Propaganda
on American Interests in the Middle East. Testimony
was heard from public witnesses.

FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES
COMPETITION IN CONTRACTING ACT

Committee on the Judiciary: Began markup of H.R. 1577,
Federal Prison Industries Competition in Contracting Act
of 2001.

Committee recessed subject to call.

OVERSIGHT—OIL AND GAS RESOURCE
ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Energy and
Mineral Resources held an oversight hearing on ‘‘Oil
and Gas Resource Assessment Methodology.’’ Testi-
mony was heard from Kathleen Clarke, Director, Bu-
reau of Land Management, Department of the Inte-
rior; and public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on National
Parks, Recreation and Public Lands approved for full
Committee action the following bills: H.R. 1906,
amended, to amend the Act that established the
Pu’uhonua O Honaunau National Park to expand
the boundaries of that park: H.R. 2388, amended,
National Heritage Areas Policy Act of 2001; H.R.
2643, amended, Fort Clatsop Memorial Expansion
Act of 2001; and H.R. 2818, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to convey certain public land
within the Sand Mountain Wilderness Study Area in
the State of Idaho to resolve an occupancy encroach-
ment dating back to 1971.

SPACE SHUTTLE AND SPACE LAUNCH
INITIATIVE
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Space and Aer-
onautics held a hearing on Space Shuttle and Space
Launch Initiative. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the NASA: Fred Gregory, Asso-
ciate Administrator, Human Spaceflight; Richard
Blomberg, Chairman, Aerospace Safety Advisory
Panel; and Sam Venneri, Associate Administrator;
and a public witness.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-

committee on Aviation approved for full Committee ac-
tion the following measures: H.R. 4466, National Trans-
portation Safety Board Reauthorization Act of 2002; H.R.
1979, amended, to amend title 49, United States Code,
to provide assistance for the construction of certain air
traffic control towers; and Airport Project Streamlining.

FEDERAL PROPERTY ASSET MANAGEMENT
REFORM ACT
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Economic Development, Public Build-
ings and Emergency Management held a hearing on
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H.R. 3947, Federal Property Asset Management Re-
form Act of 2002. Testimony was heard from Ber-
nard Ungar, Director, Physical Infrastructure Divi-
sion, GAO; and Stephen A. Perry, Administrator,
GSA.

JOBS FOR VETERANS ACT
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Bene-
fits held a hearing on H.R. 4015, Jobs for Veterans
Act. Testimony was heard from Frederico Juarbe, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary, Veterans’ Employment and
Training Service, Department of Labor; Rodger
Madsen, Director, Department of Labor, State of
Idaho; T. P. O’Mahoney, Commissioner, Workforce
Commission, State of Texas; representatives of vet-
erans organizations; and public witnesses.

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY, WORK, AND
FAMILY PROTECTION ACT
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Human Resources approved for full Committee ac-
tion, as amended, H.R. 4090, Personal Responsi-
bility, Work, and Family Promotion Act of 2002.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
APRIL 19, 2002

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-

committee on Consumer Affairs, Foreign Commerce, and
Tourism, to hold hearings to examine Canadian wheat
301 decisions, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: business meeting to
consider the nomination of Paul A. Quander, Jr., of the
District of Columbia, to be Director of the District of
Columbia Offender Supervision, Defender, and Courts
Services Agency, to occur immediately following the first
Senate floor vote, Time to be announced, S–211 Capitol.

House
No Committee meetings are scheduled.
f

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD

Week of April 22 through April 27, 2002

Senate Chamber
On Monday, at 2 p.m., Senate will resume consid-

eration of S. 517, Energy Policy Act.
During the balance of the week, Senate expects to

continue consideration of S. 517, Energy Policy Act,
and any other cleared legislative and executive busi-
ness.

Senate Committees
(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Committee on Appropriations: April 24, Subcommittee on
Treasury and General Government, to hold hearings on
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2003 for the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy, 1:30 p.m., SD–192.

April 25, Subcommittee on Interior, to hold hearings
on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2003 for the
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, 2 p.m.,
SD–192.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: April
23, to hold oversight hearings to examine the Federal De-
posit Insurance System, focusing on recommendations for
reform, 10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: April
23, to hold hearings to examine generic pharmaceuticals,
focusing on marketplace access and consumer issues, 9:30
a.m., SR–253.

April 24, Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and
Space, to hold hearings on S. 2037, to mobilize tech-
nology and science experts to respond quickly to the
threats posed by terrorist attacks and other emergencies,
by providing for the establishment of a national emer-
gency technology guard, a technology reliability advisory
board, and a center for evaluating antiterrorism and dis-
aster response technology within the National Institute of
Standards and Technology; and S. 2182, to authorize
funding for computer and network security research and
development and research fellowship programs, 2:30
p.m., SR–253.

April 25, Full Committee, to hold hearings on pro-
posed legislation concerning online privacy and protec-
tion, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

April 25, Full Committee, to hold hearings on the
nomination of Harold D. Stratton, of New Mexico, to be
Commissioner and Chairman of the Consumer Product
Safety Commission, 2:30 p.m., SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: April 24,
with the Committee on Indian Affairs, to hold joint hear-
ings on S. 2018, to establish the T’uf Shur Bien Preserva-
tion Trust Area within the Cibola National Forest in the
State of New Mexico to resolve a land claim involving
the Sandia Mountain Wilderness, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Foreign Relations: April 23, to hold hear-
ings to examine United States nonproliferation efforts in
the former Soviet Union, 10:15 a.m., SD–419.

April 24, Subcommittee on Western Hemisphere,
Peace Corps and Narcotics Affairs, to hold hearings to ex-
amine future relations between the United States and Co-
lombia, 9:30 a.m., SD–419.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: April 23, Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government Management,
Restructuring and the District of Columbia, to hold hear-
ings to examine the implications of the human capital
crisis, focusing on how the federal government is recruit-
ing, selecting, retaining, and training individuals to over-
see trade policies and regulate financial industries, 10
a.m., SD–342.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: April
23, Subcommittee on Public Health, to hold hearings to
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examine current safeguards concerning the protection of
human subjects in research, 10 a.m., SD–430.

April 23, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine
the implementation of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, focusing on status and key issues, 2:30
p.m., SD–430.

April 25, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine
the implementation of the Individuals With Disabilities
Education Act, focusing on behavioral support in schools,
10 a.m., SD–106.

April 25, Subcommittee on Public Health, to hold
hearings to examine women’s health issues, 2:30 p.m.,
SD–430.

Committee on Indian Affairs: April 24, with the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources, to hold joint
hearings on S. 2018, to establish the T’uf Shur Bien Pres-
ervation Trust Area within the Cibola National Forest in
the State of New Mexico to resolve a land claim involv-
ing the Sandia Mountain Wilderness, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.

Select Committee on Intelligence: April 24, to hold closed
hearings on pending intelligence matters, 2:30 p.m.,
SH–219.

Committee on the Judiciary: April 23, to hold hearings to
examine the reformation of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, Department of Justice, focusing on mission re-
focusing and reorganization, 10 a.m., SD–226.

April 23, Subcommittee on Antitrust, Competition
and Business and Consumer Rights, to hold hearings to
examine cable competition, focusing on the ATT-Comcast
merger, 2:30 p.m., SD–226.

April 25, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine
pending judicial nominations, 2 p.m., SD–226.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: April 25, to hold hear-
ings to examine the Department of Veterans Affairs pre-
paredness regarding options to nursing homes, 9:30 a.m.,
SR–418.

House Chamber
To be announced.

House Committees
Committee on Appropriations, April 23, Subcommittee on

Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, on
Public Witnesses, 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

April 24, Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State
and Judiciary, on Public Diplomacy, 2 p.m., 2359 Ray-
burn.

April 24, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, Export
Financing and Related Programs, on Secretary of the
Treasury, 10 a.m., 2359 Rayburn.

April 24, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, on Department of Education
Panel: Teacher Recruitment, Preparation and Develop-
ment, 10:15 a.m., 2358 Rayburn.

April 24, Subcommittee on Legislative, on House of
Representatives, 10 a.m., on Library of Congress, 11 a.m.,
on Library of Congress, on GPO, 2 p.m., and on GAO,
3 p.m., H–140 Capitol.

April 25, Subcommittee on Defense, executive, on Na-
tional Foreign Intelligence Program, 2 p.m., H–405 Cap-
itol.

April 25, Subcommittee on District of Columbia, on
D.C. Public Schools and D.C. Charter Schools, 10 a.m.,
2362 Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, on Department of Education
Panel: Transition into the Workforce, 9:45 a.m., 2358
Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Legislative, on Architect of
the Capitol, 10 a.m., and on CBO, 11 a.m., H–140 Cap-
itol.

Committee on Armed Services, April 24, Special Oversight
Panel on the Merchant Marine, to consider recommenda-
tions to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2003, 11 a.m., 2216 Rayburn.

April 24, Special Oversight Panel on Morale, Welfare
and Recreation, to consider recommendations to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, 10
a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Military Installations and
Facilities, to mark up the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2003, 10 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Military Personnel, to
mark up the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2003, 1 p.m., 2118 Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Military Readiness, to
mark up the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2003, 11:30 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Committee on the Budget, April 25, hearing on the Pre-
dictability and Control Twin Reasons for Restoring
Budget Disciplines, 9 a.m., 210 Cannon.

Committee on Education and the Workforce, April 25, Sub-
committee on Select Education, hearing on Citizen Serv-
ice in the 21st Century, 10 a.m., 2261 Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Workforce Protections,
hearing on A Review of OSHA’s Plan to Reduce Ergo-
nomic Injuries, 10 a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Energy and Commerce, April 23, Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality, to mark up H.J.
Res. 87, approving the site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada,
for the development of a repository for the disposal of
high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel, pursu-
ant to the Nuclear Policy Act of 1982, 4:30 p.m., 2123
Rayburn.

April 23, Subcommittee on Health, hearing on Welfare
Reform: A Review of Abstinence Education and Transi-
tional Medical Assistance, 3 p.m., 2322 Rayburn.

April 25, Subcommittee on Telecommunications and
the Internet, hearing entitled ‘‘Ensuring Content Protec-
tion in the Digital Age,’’ 12:30 p.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Financial Services, April 24, Subcommittee
on Capital Markets, Insurance, and Government Spon-
sored Enterprises, hearing entitled ‘‘Corporate Accounting
Practices: Is There a Credibility GAAP,’’ 10 a.m., 2128
Rayburn.

April 24, Subcommittee on Housing and Community
Opportunity, to continue hearings on H.R. 3995, Hous-
ing Affordability for American Act of 2002, 2 p.m., 2128
Rayburn.
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April 25, Subcommittee on Financial Institutions and
Consumer Credit, to continue hearings on H.R. 3951, Fi-
nancial Services Regulatory Relief Act of 2002, 10 a.m.,
2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, April 23, Sub-
committee on Civil Service, Census, and Agency Organi-
zation, hearing entitled ‘‘Reforming Government: The
Federal Sunset Act of 2001,’’ 3 p.m., 2247 Rayburn.

April 23, Subcommittee on Energy Policy, Natural Re-
sources and Regulatory Affairs, hearing entitled ‘‘Fuel
Markets-Unstable at Any Price?’’ 2 p.m., 2154 Rayburn.

April 23, Subcommittee on National Security, Vet-
erans’ Affairs and International Relations, hearing on
Management Radio Frequency Spectrum: Military Readi-
ness and National Security, 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, April 24, hearing on
International Global Terrorism: Its Links with Illicit
Drugs as Illustrated by the IRA and Other Groups in Co-
lombia, 10:15 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

April 24, Subcommittee on International Operations
and Human Rights, hearing on U.N. Peacekeepers’ Par-
ticipation in the Sex Slave Trade in Bosnia: Isolated Case
or Larger Problem in U.N. System? 2 p.m., 2172 Ray-
burn.

Committee on Resources, April 24, Subcommittee on
Water and Power, hearing on the following bills: H.R.
1946, Rock Boys’/North Central Montana Regional
Water System Act of 2001; and H.R. 4129, to amend
the Central Utah Project Completion Act to clarify the
responsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior with re-

spect to the Central Utah Project, to redirect unexpended
budget authority for the Central Utah Project for waste-
water treatment and reuse and other purposes, to provide
for prepayment of repayment contracts for municipal and
industrial water delivery facilities, and to eliminate a
deadline for such prepayment, 2 p.m., 1334 Longworth.

April 25, Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health,
oversight hearing on Community-Based Land Manage-
ment and Charter Forests, 10 a.m., 1334 Longworth.

April 25, Subcommittee on National Parks, Recreation
and Public Lands, oversight hearing on the 2001 Na-
tional Park Service Management Policies, 2 p.m., 1334
Longworth.

Committee on Science, April 23, Subcommittee on Envi-
ronment, Technology, and Standards, hearing on Science
and Technology Programs at the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency: the Fiscal Year 2003 Budget Request, 2:30
p.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Small Business, April 24, hearing on Why
Add an Interest Rate Hike on Our Struggling Small
Manufacturer’s, 10 a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, April 25,
Subcommittee on Highways and Transit and the Sub-
committee on Railroads, joint hearing on Transportation
of Spent Rods to the Proposed Yucca Mountain Storage
Facility, 10:30 a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, April 24, Subcommittee
on Health, hearing on the Veterans’ Major Medical Facili-
ties Construction Act of 2002, 3 p.m., 334 Cannon.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

1 p.m., Monday, April 22

Senate Chamber

Program for Monday: After the transaction of any
morning business (not to extend beyond 2 p.m.), Senate
will resume consideration of S. 517, Energy Policy Act.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2 p.m., Monday, April 22

House Chamber

Program for Monday: Pro forma session.
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